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PART I. 


T 


BAPTISM BELIEVERS ONLY, 
AND tne 


Particular Communion 


bes 


OF 


THE BAPTIST CHURCHES, 


EXPLAINED AND VINDICATED. 


IN THREE PARTS. 


THE oriGinatry tn 1789; 
THE SECOND—In 1794; 


THE THIkKD—Aw Appendix, containi»G ADDITIONAL 
OBSERVATIONS AND ARGUMENTS, WITM STRICTURES ON 
SEVERAL LATE PUBLICATIONS. 


| 
‘ BY THOMAS BALDWIN. 


This is the love of God, that we keep his commandments, Jeuy. 


POPPA Lh” 


SECOND EDITION, REVISED. 
Bofton : i 


Printed and fold by Manninc & Loaina, No. Cornhili, 
1806. 
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_and books, to the Authors an 


Distaice or wit : 
E IT REMEMBERED, of September, in 
the thirty firlt yea: of the the Unired States of 


America, Mansinc Loring, of the faid diftri, have depof- 


ited in this office the title of a Book, the right whereof they claim as 
Proprietors, in the words following, to wit:—‘‘ The Baptifm of Be- 
licvers only, and the Particular Communion of the Baptrft Churches, 
explained aud vindwated. In Thice Paris. The firl—publifhed 
ginally in 1789; the fecond—in 1794; the third—dn Appendix, con- 
taining Additional Obfervations and. Arguments, with Striftures on 
feveral late Publications, By Tuomas 


In conformity tothe A& of the Congrefs of the United States, enti- 
tled, “ An At for the encouragement of learning, by fecuring the 
copies of maps, charts, and books, to the Authors and.Proprictors of 
fuch copies, during the times therein mentioned ;” and alfo to an AA, 
entuled, ** An Act fupplementary to. an A@, entitled, ‘ An A@ ‘or 
the encoursgement of learning, by fecuring the copies of maps, charts, 

Proprietors of fuch copies, the 
times there: menuoned ;’ and extendirg the benefits thereof to the 
arts of defigning, engraving, and etching hiftorical and other prints.” 


WILLIAM 5, SHAW, of the of Maffachufetts, 
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PREFACE 


-- 


5 HE firft of thefe 7ra&s was written while the author 
refided in the State of New Hamadhire, by the particular 
requeit of the Woodftock Affociation.* Without defign- 


ing to enter the wide field of controverfy, a tew thoughts 


were haftily colle@ed, rather as an apology for the particu- 
Jar communion of the Baptilts, than an intended attack upon 
the fentiments aud practice of others. The fubltance of 
what was then written, was prefented to the above Affoci- 
ation, at their meeting at Marlow, in the autumn of 1788, 
and publifhed the {pring following. | 

In 1791 the Rev. Noah Worcefler, paftor of the Congre- 
gational church in Thornton, publifhed a reply, entitled, 
«A Friendly Leiter,” &c. addrefled to the author. This 
Letter, though written with a confiderable degree of Chrif- 
tian candour, contained fome mifreprefentations and errors, 
which it was theught defirable to have correéted. Accord- 
ingly, in 1794 the fecond Tra@ wag prefented to the public, 
in the form of a “ Reply” to the foregoing Letter. A 


fecond edition was called for in a few weeks; and a third 


was fome time after publifhed in Conneéticut.. The re- 
peated calls for this work, rendered its republication necef- 
fary. 

The controverfy had confiderably fubfided, particularly 
en the fide of the Baptilts, as very few things had been 
publifhed by them for the {pace of ten years; till at length 
Mr. Edwards’s “Candid Reafons {as he is pleated to call 
them) for renouncing the principles of the Antipedobap- 
tifts,”’ reached this country. They! were immediately re- 
printed, and diftributed in all direétions. This book ac- 
quired peculiar celebrity, on the account of its comin 
from one who had been a profeiled Baptilt: » It was fup- 
pofed, that he underftood the /ecret, wherein our great Acength 
lay, and would confequently be more likely to embdrrafs 
eur arguments than any other man.. See tN 

What is now offered to the public in the following pages, © 
as an Appendix, was at firft deligned only to contain re. 
marks on this author. But finding the controverfy renewed 


* Compofed of Baptift churches in New Hampfhire and Vermont 
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PREFACE. 


ey our Pedobaptift brethren with uncommon zeal, ard ig 
fome inftances with an acrimony which buat little becomes 
thofe who profefs to contend for the truth, it was thought 
proper to extend our obfervations to thofe articles which 
form the “ground work” of infant baptiim. The mem- 


berfhip of infants, as founded in the covenant of circum- 


eifion, and the famenefs of the Jewifh and Chriftian churches, 
are the principal data from which Pxdobaptifm 1s argued ; 
thefe have therefore received particular confideration. 
The reader will perceive, that our ftrictures on Mr, 
Edwards have been directed to thofe arguments only, 
which he confidered as principal in this difpute. Our 
Jimits would not allow us to attend to any thing more. 
It has not been our defign to fpeak difrefpeftfully of the 
man: to his own Mafter he muft ftand or fall. 
‘ Two Difcourfes of the Rev. Samuel Worcefter, have 
alfo received our animadverfions. His arguments being 
in fubfance the fame with thofe of Mr. Edwards, it was 
deemed unneceflary to go over the ground again. As 
thefe difcourfes were defigned not only to ftrengthen and 
fupport Pedobaptifm, but to pull down and bring into dif- 
repute the fentiments of his Baptift neighbours, who dwell 
peaceably by him, we make no apology for attempting to 
nrove his misftatements and mifreprefentations. We muft 
be permitted, however, to fay, we have aimed to be candid, 
and to treat his perfon with due refpect, whilft we have 
freely cenfured his errors. 
Two Difcourfés by the Rev. Dr. Ofgood have alfo been 
briefly noticed. ‘lhefe are written in the Doors ufual 
{tyle of elegance and perfpicuity, and contain feveral very 
candid oblervations. A -few inconfiftencies have however 
been noticed; and there are fome other things which we 
. think highly reprehenfible, fuch as his comparing the Bap- 
tilt miniiters to the devi// and charging them with creeping 
into men’s houfes! &c. (page 33.) It is conceived that a 
man never creeps into another’s houfe, when he is honour- 
ably invited. ik 
The whole is with great deference fubmitted to a candid 
public. ‘The author would fincerely unite with the pious 
of all denominations, in fervent prayer to Almighty God, 
for an increafe of {piritual light, love, and knowledge, until 
error and prejudice fhall be exterminated, and all Chriitians 
be of one heart and one mind to ferve the Lord in the beanty 


Boften, December $3, 1896. 


| 
Py 
i 
‘ 
rs. 
4 
TA 


~ 


Coutents. 


—_ ~ 


‘ ? 


PART I. 


SECTIGWN .L 


Remarks ea the anfriendly Afperfions caft upon the Bapuits, fez 
retufing Communion wiih other Denominations—The Gofpel 
Doftrine of a Church and Qualification of the Memben— 
With Stri€tures on Baptifm, 


SECTIQN IU. 


‘Lhe Impropriety of the Baptit’ Charches communicating with 
thofe of other Denominations confidered, and their difference in 
ntiment more particularly pointed out, | 


SECTION I. 
The Arguments for free Communion confidered—others offered 


tm Vindication of the Clofe Communionifts, 
RAR 


SECTION I. 
Preliminary Obfervations on the Subje& in Difpute, 


SECTION 
Profefled Believers the only appointed Subjeéts of Baptifm, 


SECTION MIil. 


~ Whether John’s Bap:ifm belonged to the Jewith or Chriftian 


Difpenlation, parucularly confidered, 


SECTION. IV. 


The Mode of Bayptifm, and its Connexion with the Subje& in 
Difpate, particularly confidered, 


SECTION. V. 


The Mode of farther illuftrated, from the Pra€tice of the 


is 


37 


55 


novtuve Chriftians; and the Manner in which it was reduced ~ 


rom Immerfion to Sprinkling, briefly pointed out, 
SECTION VI. 


Godly Sincerity, 2s connefed with external Obedience, confidered, 101 


93 
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CON TEN 7 


SECTION 


Whether there be any Morality in Extercals or Scotunents; and : 
whether of Heart fecures the Judameut from Error ; 
bicty confidercd, 119 


SECTIO N® Vi. 
Whether the Divine Condu@t towards us be the Rule of 
towurds our Chrfien Brethren, rather than God’s reveaicd 
Will; briefly coniidered, 126 
Obfervettons on the Phin of Communion propofed in the Friends 
ly Letres,’> with Remarks-on ieveral other Things connected 
with tac Suojeet, 14° 
SECTION X. 
Several Objections particularly anfwered. The Subjefi concluded, 14% 


APPENDIX. | 
SECTION I. 169 


SECTION I].——The Arguments for Infant Memberfhip in 
the Gofp-l Church, inferred from the Covenant of Circum- 
cifion, confidered, 174 


CTION IIl.-—~Whether the Jewifh and Chriftian Charches 
re the fame. Or whether the late: is a diftin@’ Church, or a 
mer Coatinuation of the former, confidered, 191 


SECTION IV.——Striftures on the Rev. Peter Ep- 


WwaAris’s * Candid Reafons for renouncing the Principls of 
Anty 218 


SECTION V.——Striftures on Two Difcourfes on the Perpe- 
tuity and Provifion of God’s gracious Covenant with Abrsham 
and his feed. By SAMUE! aac ESTER, A. M. Paflor of 
the ‘Tabernacle Church in salem) | 256 


SECTION VI.—The Baptifts vindicated from the Charges 
brought againft them by the Rev. Worcester, 283 


SECTION V1L.—Stri@ures on the Obfervations of thc Rev. 
tk, Dre Oscoon, and others, upon ibe 
SECTION VIIL-——The Princip'es of Open Communion ex- 
amined. The Subjeét concluded, 
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Open Communion examined. 


SECTION IL 


Remarks on the unfriendly Afperfions caft upon the 
Baptifts, for refujing Communion with other Denom- 
inations—The Gofpel Doétrine of a Church and 
Qualifeation of the Members—With Sir idtures: 
Baptifm. ~ 


‘] HE Baptift churches in general have long 
been blamed for holding and practifing what ts 
commonly ‘called clofe communion, as if this prac- 
tice were wholly inconfiftent with Chrifian'char- 
ity, or that mutual forbearance which the golpel 
requires.: and: by tome confidered as 
compatible with the exiftence of grace;: and for 
which we haye been loaded with re- 

We are charged: with” making the wart of a 
little water only, a bar'‘to communion ; ‘and that we 
are {0 fuperttitioufly fond of the watery element, 
that we place the whole of Our religion in what 
_ they calla mere circum/tance of the otha nanceé of bap- 

-tifm : and’ fome even  affert, ‘that we'hold that 
none can be /avéed Withoiit being immerfed. And 
that thereby we put bapt wt the place Of 
deeming blood... 
But. fuch unfriendly: Surely 
they greatly impeach our doétrinal principles, 
and are perfeétly inconfiftent ‘with our avowed 
fentiments and conitant ‘pradice Lisow 


> 


12 Wafriendly Afperfions on the Baptifis. 


For it is too notorious to admit a plea of ig. 
norance, inany of our opponents, that we con- 
fider no one as a proper fubject of baptifm, who 
does not profeis repentance towards God, and 
faith in our Lord Jefus Chrift ; who does not, 
in other words, appear to be in a ftate of /a/vu- 
tion. | 

Nay, fo far from making baptifm a /aving or- 
dinance, we do not, we cannot, confider any 
ne as a proper fubject of it, who looks upon it 
‘in that hght. 

But, however, we defire to pay a proper def. 
erence to that, as well as to all other of Chrilt’s 
inftitutions ; and not to treat it as though it 
were left to our choice, either to practife or 
omit it ;: although we do not confider it as ¢/- 
Jential to falvation, yet we do think it efential to 
the regular vifibility of a gofpel church; and 
confequently to communion at the Lord’s table ; 
for that is a church ordinance, and ought never 
to be adminiltered but to members that are 
-in {pecial covenant. 

Tam perfuaded that the Baptifts are not the 
only people who believe baptifm to be a pre-re- 

quifite to the Lord’s fupper, 


_ Were a Turk to be brought from Mecca to i, 
America,and fhould here be convinced of theim- ~ 
| pofture of Mahomet, and become a trueconvert — 


toChriftianity thould he immediately after at- 
tend a Pedobaptift church, on one of their ftated * 
feafons to celebrate the Lord’s fupper ; and | 
fhould the folemnity and beauty of the ordi- 
fiance attract his mind, and excite in him ardent f 
_ Mefires to partake in it ; would they permit) 
Aim? dam perfuaded they would not. 
why would’they not receive him? Is it becaufe 
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_ they do not look upon him as a Chriftian? No, 

_ for they really do. But do they not believe 

God has received him? Yes, they do. But do 

they not believe Chrift communes with him /pir- 

itually? They do. How camthey then /hut him 

out? Doubtlefs, becaufe they view him to be 

_unbaptized, and not a member of any church. 

‘Their conduct in refufing him, would be con- 

fiftent with the tendereft feelings of Chriitianity. 

_ Therefore we do not commune merely as Chri/- 
tians, but as fuch in a regular, wifible ftanding. 

* But to illuftrate the point further, fuppofe a 

minifter of Chrift was providentially in one of 

our new fettlements where were a number of 

inhabitants, refpectable on other accounts, but 

who had never been baptized in their infancy, nor 

had any church been gathered in the place——he 

_ is invited to preach—his labours are fo far fuc- 

— ceeded, that in a few days confiderable numbers 

) are hopefully brought to the knowledge of the 

truth—the next Lord’s day they defire iim to 

break bread to them. What will he do? If free 


opportunity for it to operate in its fulleft lat- 
itude: for if it be lawful and right to break 
) bread to one that is unbaptized, it may be to a 


+ baptift minifier, 1 prefume he will not be guilty 

of fuch an igregularity: nor Would a confjfent 
) Baptif?. And I feel fafe to conclude, that our 
Padobaptift brethren would not blame us for re- 
communion with fuch a fociety, who did 
“RB, not fubmit to baptifm in fome mode or other, 
4 however amizble their Chriftian characters 
might’appear in other refpects,; 


communion 1s to be eftablifhed, here is a good’ 


0 i whole fociety. But, however, if he be a Pedo — 
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Gofpel Doctrine of a Church. 


_ If they would acquit us from d/ame in the 
foregoing inftance, why fhould they fault us 
_for refufing communion with thofe that we 
verily believe have never been baptized according 
to Chrift’s inftitution: for, agreeably to an an. 
cient writer, “They who are not rightly bap. 
tized, are, doubtlefs, not baptized at all.” * 
‘Wherefore we conclude, that communion does 
not belong to Chriitians merely as fuch, but to 


church. 


our doors for communion, to all who are ina 
church ftate, and profefs to be baptized. 

_ Therefore, it will be neceflary, in the next 
place, to attend to the /criplure account of the 
Faith and Order of a Gofpel Church. 

A gofpel church muit be built upon a gofpel 
plan. It we candidly look into the {criptures, 
we fhall eafily perceive, that the church 1s a fo- 
ciety of faints, of faithful men and women in 
Chrift Jefus, that are joined together in holy 


chureh ftate, and by agreement meet together 


and edify one another. 


provincial, or parochial; but truly congrega- 


ther hammer nor axe heard im all the houfe 
while it is, in byilding how wonderful! how 


Baptifnum 
de bapri{mo. cap. xi. page 239% 
t Pet ii. 5. Kings vi 7, 


quum rite-non habcuat fiue dubio non habest, a 


them as baptized members of fome gofpel | 


Neither yet fhould we be quite fafe to open 


fellowfhip, that are incorporated into a vifible 
to carry on the worthip of God, to glority him, 

The church does not appear to be national, 
tional. It is not built of dead materials, but of — 


lively ftones each of them fitted before they 
are laid in the building, “fo that there is nei- ) 


‘ 
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fuperb! and yet how exact the model, fo that 
there needed no alteration to bring them all to- 
ether with that exad?inefs, that bone comes to 


its bone. 


The church is called by St. Paul, * The pillar 
and ground of the truth.” * 

The gofpel rule gives none 4 right in the 
church of Chrift, but true believers: and all 
that enter not in by Chritt the door, are thieves and 
robbers. | 

‘The church is Chrift’s myftical body, which 
he hath /oved and given himfelf for, “that he 
might fanétify and cleanfe it, with the wa/hing of 
water by the word.” 

lf we with to underftand the apoftolick form 
of a gofpel church, we muft expeé to find it in 
the Aéts of the apoftles, or fome of their writ- 
ings. ‘The firft gofpel church that was gathered 
after the afcenfion of the Me/iah, was that at 
Jerufalem, which is defcribed in the following 
order: * Then they that gladly+received his 
worD were baptized ; snlliahe fame day there 
were added unto them agout three thoufand 
fouls: and they continued /edfuflly in the apo/- 
ties’ doctrine and fellowship.” 

When Ananias, with Sapphira hig wife, came 
and lied to the Holy Ghoft, and pretended they 
were friends to Chritt, when they were not, and 
were bo. fallen dead ; great fear fell upon the 
attending multitude. “ And of the ref durft no 
mnan join himfelf unto them.” (Yhat is, /uch as they 
were, carnal, hypocritical profeffors.) * But 
belisvers were the more added unto the Lord, mul- 
titudes both of men and women.”§ So early 


* x Tim. iii. t¢, > Eph. v. 26, 
$ ii. 41, 4% § Aas v. 1134 
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36 Gofpel Doctrine of a Church. 


| did falfe pretenders try to get a place in the 
eburch of Chritt. 

This church at Jerufalem being gathered un. 
der the infpiration of the Holy Ghof, may be con. 
fidered as a model for all fucceeding ones ; every 


? 


circumftance related concerning it, difcovers it | 


to be a body of true believers in Chrift. 

The next church gathered by the apoitles 
was that at Samaria, which exactly agrees with 
that at Jeru/alem—“ When they believed Philip 
preaching the things concerning the kingdom 
of God, and the name of Jefus Chriit, they 
were baptized, both men and women.” * | 

The church of Corinth alfo appears to be in 
the fame method ;. Many of the Corinthians 
bearing, belicved, and were baptiz "tT The 
church at Ephefus was addrefled by apofele, as 
“ faints and faithful in Chrift Je.us;’? and as 
thofe who had been raifed from the. dead, and 
quickened by fovereign grace, turned from the 
courfe of this world, delivered from the /pirit 


that worketh in the children of difobedience. The 


Corinthians “ firft gave their own felves unto 
the Lord, and unto one another by the will] of 
God.” { And none <an, in a gofpel fenfe, give 
themfelves yp in church covenant, till they pre- 
viouily give themfelves to the Lord. 
I think that no one that is indebted to the 

_ New Teftament for his knowledge reedting a 
gofpel church, will try to gainfay the toregoing 
‘Therefore I would obferve, that if the fore- 
going defcription be a fcriptural reprefentation of 
a goipel church ; then confequently, that church 
which does not agrée thereto, is not ftrictly upon 
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the gofpel pian, unlefs it can be proved, that 


there are two modes of gofpel churches. 

‘That there may be churches formed, that in 
many particulars may refemble a gofpel church, 
I wifh not to deny ;—and that in thoie churches 
there may be many real Chriftians, is a mat- 
ter | have no defire to fcruple; fo I have reafon 
to fuppofe that there are many Chriftians, not 
united to any church. 

Again, the Chriftian church ts built on 
Chrifl’s authority, and is fupported and defended 
by the fame: He is the chief corner ftone, on 
which their fpiritual building is erected, * dif- 
allowee i:ideed of men; but chofen of Gop, 

and .ous. Therefore, that church that is 
built -wordly efabli/hments, and depends on 
civil aid for its fupport and defence, is not 
ftri€tly conformed to thé gofpel plan. 
£zra, who led the people out of Babylon, refu- 
— fed to afk aid of the civil arm, to afiift him againft 
_ the enemies in the way, faying, ** I was afhamed 
_ to require of the ding a band of foldiers and horfe- 
men, to help us againft the enemies in the way: 
becaufe we had {poken to the king, faying, ‘The 


, hand of our God is upon all them for good that 


feek him: but his power and his wrath is again 
2ilahem that forfake him.” * 
Chrilt’s ** kingdom is not of this world 
and in a religious fife is not connected with, 
J nor any ways dependent thereon for its deing or 
fupport. 
_wiil dopbtlefs be granted, that there are 
») many churches in the land, that are not formed 
» according to the foregoing method, as may be 
1) made evident, and will appear in-the' following 


4 | * Bera viii. 22. Joho xviii, 36 
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pasticulars, j Thata: Beart bel 
the Lord Jefus Chrik, 3 conlider, 


rule, ‘Philp? desig to the 
| fo fubmit himfelf to the.ar of. 
‘were, “Tf thou: 
mayett we Pbilip was diretted to. this. chariot, 
Spirit of: and“muft be confidered as | 
| under the intluence.of that through the 
whole tranfaction: and if he required any,thing 
More of the Exdiopian. convert than, what..was jj 
really. to that ordinance, it 
would difcover a degree of partiality. which few y 
would be to. admit the § 
fluetice he acted under... ‘I wot Wick 
“tale is evident from St, Pan's. 
the beart man righteo 
. mith the month. is made 
tion, bearh is the. galy is 


‘infer the. right in- 4 

pontider ‘the natural teed. 

| 


‘ 
AS 


of Therefore it, is of faiths that it 
be-by graceyto.the end the 
to the promife."; Hence. we} ‘may Snfer, that” it 
we. be.n0t we.are not 
| and, are notihems according. to the prami/e. 
gain, “thie a lan Sarl Peter. calls the 
an holy priefthood, to 
acceptable to: God. by. 
neithet.can men in thetr, natura or 
‘an nation, a pecuiar 
people, to fiew: forth the. of him. who-hath 
led them out, of his. marvellous 
Ught,”... by this. defcriptiqn find the 
features af in his natural, fiaje? or do 
‘they not rather réfemble true believers in Chrift. 
But if is. further added, which: in time. paft 
Were. not a people, bot, are sow the people of God, 


which bad not obtained mer cys: but, sow have ob- 


i. in the 
of ch 


eed, 


ch: privileges: to. their 


-bow will, th agree with Wie notion of 
infants being bore, wath.an; bereditarpiright tothe 
pecial. ordinance if itbe tre 
they have airight, then there is.no time 

When they. are not 2. people after.they are bora 


20 Gofpel Doétrine of a Church. 


But perhaps it may be thought Iam trying to 
expofe a fentiment that the Pedobapti/is do not 


hold, i. eothat grace is effential to church mem. 


berfhip ; however; one. of two things is evident 
by their practice, either 1ft. That grace is con. 
veyed as above defcribed ; or 2d. That grace is 
not efential to church memberthip. , To 
the tormer, would /uperfede the neceflity of re- 
reneration—to fuppofe the latter, would be to 
Jay the foundstion for a sracely church ; and 
would leave no other difference between that 
and the wor/d, than what confifts merely in 
name and external form. | 

df what has been obferved already from the 
laft will and teftament of our Lord be true, it 
muft fufficiently appear, that evidences of grace 
are abfolutely meceffary to the adimiffion of a 
member to church fellowfhip or fpecial ordi- 
nances. 

At a certain time our Lord inquired of his 
difciples, whom menYfaid that he was. After 2 
relation of the different opinions of others, Pe- 
ter believingly afirms, Cuxisr 
THE SON OF THE Livinc Gop. And Jefus an- 
fwered and faid unto him) Bleffed art thou, Si- 
mon-barjona, for fle/band blood hath not revealed 
it unto thee, but my Father which is in heaven. 
And | fay unto thee, thou art Peter ; and upon 
this rock I will buiid my chusch, and the gates. 
of hell fhall not prevail againft it.’ * 

Churches in general, of all denominations, 
improve this dec/aration as a promife in their fa- 
vour. But to determine the propriety of the 
claim, it ts heceflary to confider two things, 1ft, 


* Matt, avi. 1319. 
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_ What we are to underftand by the Rock. 2d. 
The manner of the building upon it. 
- Now, fhould we build upon another rock in- 
- ftead of that referred to’ by our Lord, it would 
_ naturally feclude us from the promi/e. | 
_ Again, fhould we build and lay the true Rock 
as our foundation, but at the fame time fhould 
- not attend to the manner of. building as de- 
. feribed by Chrift, we might ftill be left without 
right to the promife. Therefore I 
_ would here obferve, that Chriftians in general 
_ (Papifts excepted) acknowledge this rock to re- 
~ fer to Chrift. But fhould the reader think I 
take fomething for granted that is not proved, 
Jet him confult the following fcriptures. Ifaiah | 
xxviil. 16. Behold, I lay in Zion for a foundation, @ 
ftone, tried ftone, precious corner ftone, a fure 
foundation. 2 Sam. xxi. 2. The Lord is my rock, 
_ Again in the 32d verfe, Whois a rock fave our | 
Gop. Alfo, fee 1 Sam. ii. 2. Neither is there any ; 
rock: Jike our Gov. Again, 1 Cor. ni. 11. For 
_. other foundation ‘can no man lay than that is laid, 
which is Jesus Curist. apoitle {peaking of 
the houfehold of God, fays, They are built upon 
the foundation of the apofiles and prophets, Jefus 
 Chrift himfelf being the ehief corner ttone. Eph. 
+> By the above quotations it is made evident, 
» that this Rock on which the church of Chrift is 
m built, is Chrift himfelf, who is the “ root and off- 
fpring of David, the bright and the morning far.” . 
m, Lhis is the Rock implied in Peter’s confeflion. 
© But let us obferve in the next place the man. 
m™ ner of the building to be ereéted on this Rock. 
>» A profeflion of faith, in adults, in order to their 


») admiflion to fpecial communion, Js a point gen- 
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erally acknowledged’; but if this be the only 
idea that is.to be taken—that they ftand in the 
aifle, and give their tacit confent to the articles 
covenant ready,.confenting to fubject them. 
_ felves to the rules of any particular church: if 


_ this be all that is pleaded for, as neceffary to the | 


building of the church of Chrift, I fhall take 
deave to demur. For moft perfons that have 
been educated in the theory of the Chriftian 
religion could fubfcribe to this implicit faith: 
but thofe members that are fit materials for this 
{piritual building, make a confeflion in fubftance 
as Peter did; and this fprings from a Chrift re. 
vealed in them; * flesh and blood hath not re. 
vealed it unto thee.’ Without fuch a revelation 


as this, no perfon can be a fit member for a gof- 


pel church; neither can they get upon this rack 
without it: for until this is made to their fouls, 
they neither know God nor Jefus Chrift; for 
it is exprefsly declared by Chrift, Mat. xi. 27. 


No man knoweth the Son but the Father ; neither — 


knoweth any man the Father but the Son, and he to 
whomfoever the Son will reveal him, And if they 
do not know Chrift, they are not his /heep: for 
he fays, John x. 14. lam the good /hepherd, and 
know my fheep, and am known of mine. Now if 
they are not Chrift’s /beep, what right have they 


in his fold. Chrift fixes a faving iffue upon || 
coming to him, hearing his fayings, and doing © 
them, Mat. vi. 47, And it is  faid, John vie 
4%, No man can come to me except the Father which 


and lays his. foundation (by faith and repentance) ra 


fent me draw him: this is the man that digs deep 


upor this blefled ROCK. 


For the prefent let us view the matter in a 7 


diderent hight: if the divine rule will admit of 


~ 
~ 


\ 
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ome unregenerate perfon’s being received as a | 


proper menber of a gofpel church, it will of ; 
~ and if of two, it will of ten ; and fo confequent- 
_ ly there may be a whole church and not a true 
believer in it ; but would any one dare to call 
_ fuch a fociety of people, a church of Chrift? 
- Would it not rather refemble a /ynagogue of Sa- 


tan? But perhaps it will be objected, that it is. 


not likely fuch an inftance ever will take place ; 
_ furely there is nothing but divine inierpofttion to 


binder it, if this method is allowed to be rule- 
able. 


But it may be further objected, that a perfed 


church is not to be expected in this imperfect 
ftate. To which I anfwer, the divine rule re- 
quires that they be perfec: Mat. v. 48. 2 Cor. 


xiii. 11. Heb. xiii. 21. The queftion is not, 


whether, after all, we fhall not have fome Aype- 
crites, or unregenerate perfons in the church; but 
whether we may knowingly receive fuch, or 


otherwife receive them that give no evidence to - 


the contrary. 


Now it will be readily granted that the di- 
vine rule requires every Chriftian to be perfec. 
But what if fome fhould fay, We do not expect 
Chriftians to be perfect, and fo fhould take lib. 
erty to indulge themfelves in fin; could the di- 
vine rule be plead in their favour ? Would it not 
rather ftare them in the face? Equally fo does 
ye the gofpel rule every carnal and hypocritical pro- 

i But it may be further objected that it is thé 
duty of every perfon to attend to all the exter- 
nals of religion, as me.»3 which God has ap- 
* pointed for their converfion. To which I ane 
it’is the duty of every rational creature 


> 


5: 
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\ immediately to love God, and that perfectly as Ga- 


brick does ; for without a principle of real love to 
God, the finner cannot perform any Chriftian 
duty.. Short.of this, his duties are like a dead 
corpfe without aefpirit: For the end of the com 
mandment is charity out of a pure heart: 1'Tim.1. 5. 
If the gofpel directs the finner to a progref. 


five ufe of means or ordinances, in order to his 


converfion, then it does not require him imme. 
diately to believe, or to exercife evangelical re. 


pentance :’ means always precede the end for 
‘ which they were defigned. Put is it not plain 


that every duty which the /aw or go/pel requires 


of any creature, it requires it to be done from 


a principle of fupreme /ove to God; and with. 
out that, all his pretenfions to duty are but 
hypocrify. Prayer, or reading of God’s word, 
attending to the word preached, and {pecial or- 
dinances (in an orderly way) are duties held up 
before every perfon: but they are required to 
attend them with penitent hearts. If the finner 
attempts to pray with ,a heart of impenitency 
and unbelief, he does but deceive himfelf and 
mock God: for his motives cannot {pring from 
a higher /ource than that which rules his heart, 
cick is felf-love. If he attends divine fervice, 
and imagines he has been worfhipping God, he 
does but deceive himfelf: for they that. wor/hip 
God, worfhip him in /pirit and in truth ; whilk this 


. iifcription might be juftly written upon his 


mott refined acts of devotion, To ruHz UNKNOWN 


Gop. Should he be fprinkled from the bap- 


tifmal laver, or immerfed in Jordan’s {welling 
flood, it would avail h'= nothing without a new 
heart. Should he come, to facred tablh. of 
Lord, and receive ,the, oytward elements, 


6 
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vyet ftill he does not commune with Chrif ; for 


Chrift is light, and he is darknefs, and they have 


no communion together. 
That the proc/amation of the gofpelis to be 


made in the ears of finners, will be readily grant- — 


ed; and wherever it comes, it makes a demand 
for the finner immediately to furrender his eart. 
His refufal is criminal, and lays him under con- 
demnation: John iii. 18. But that the gofpel in- 
Vvites impenitents, while fuch, to partake of its 


{pecial ordinances, I choofe rather to deny; for 


unto the wicked God faith, What haft thou to do to 


declare my ftatutes, or that thou fhouldeft take my 


‘covenant in thy mouth? Pial. L. 16. But it may 


be poflible that fome may objeét, that I hereby 


excufe the finner from attempting any duty, be- 
caufe he has not love to God: I am far from 
‘making excufes for impenitents, but would 
rather fhow them their inexcufablenefs. Should 
the queition be afked me, Whether it be the 
duty of a finner to pray, I fhould readily an- 


{wer, Yes; and add, that he muft pray in faith ; 


for whatfoever is not of faith is fin: Rom. xiv. 23. 
And without faith it is impoffible to pleafe God : Heb. 
xi. 6. How then shall they call on him in whom they 
yyave not believed? Rom. x. 14. I can fee no 
Hvaluable end anfwered to the Redeemer’s cau/e, 
* to the fouls of men, either by urging or re- 
ceiving unregenerate finners into the ch 
») they can be perfuaded that they are doing fome- 
)) thing that is acceptable to God as the matter of 
Py their! duty, this may afford their confciences a 
‘temporary relief, and may be the means of their 


the \falvation of their fouls, 


urch. If 


ct delaying to embrace that which alone can prove 


| 
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} Suppofe one of the fervants of Chrift called 
. to vilita dying perfon. On entering the room 
he difcovers that death flands ready to receive  / 
him in his icy arms—thathe is paft hope of, . 
recovery! The crifs is importani—a tew minutes 
will decide his cafe for eternity! The dying man 
fixes ghaftly eyes upon him, as a mafer in lfrael, 
and expects fome dire¢tions from him, while 
with a faultering tongue he thus relates his fad 
cafe; am a poor undone finner, going into eter- 
nity, and have no evidence of an intere/t in Chrift ! 
What fhall I DO? Will the faithful minifter now 
tell him, he muift attend the ufe of means, as 
God’s appointment for his converfion? Will he 
direct him to receive bapti/m, or to join to the 
‘ church, or receive the facred fupper ? all which 
he may do and yet be damned: or will he not 
rather adopt St. Paul’s direétions to the jailer, 
Believe on the Lord Jefus Chrift, and thou halt be 
faved, Acts xvi. 31. and tell him, if he delicv. 
eth not, he shall die in his fins, John viii. 24. It 
will undoubtedly be granted, that the laft men- 
tioned is fafeft for the dying man; if fo, it is 
alfo fafeft- for living men; for living men are 
all dying men! and we know not which will 


die firit, either the fck or the well / Therefore, 


we ought ever to give fuch directions to finners 
at all times, as would be fafe to give them when 
on a dying bed. | : 
_ Having taken this brief furvey of the gofpel 
decirine relative to the character of God’s pro- | 
felling people, and the churches of our Lord: | 
Jefus Chrift, we find this to be the account? 4 
That thofe who had been fo taught as to under) | 
dtand the doétrine of the crpfs,°and fo learned of 
the Father ag to come to the Son, immediately | 


ve 
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manifefted their faith by their works of obedi- 
“rence, in fubmitting themfelves to the ordinance 
of baptifm. After thus publickly giving theme 
 felves up to the Lord, they gave themfelves 
_to one another by the will of God,” or accord- 
ing to his will. Then they broke bread and 
continued in fellowfhip. 


But we have no account of any one’s believing 
before taught, ** for how fhall they hear without 
a preacher ?”? Nor of any one’s being baptized 
before he believed, (or profefied to believe.) Nor 
of any that came to the facred /upper before they 
were baptized. We then believe it to be the 
apoftolick order, to baptize none till they profeds 
their faith in Chrift; and that till then, they 
cannot be confidered as qualified members for a 
pofpel church, nor be received into their fel- 


lowfhip at the Lord’s table. ‘Therefore, before 


we are blamed too much, let a different line of 


_condu& be proved from the writings of the 


evangelifes or apoftles, and it will be our happinefs 
if we are wrong, to be convinced, that we may 
have opportunity to reform. 

But that our reafon for refufing commugion 


_ with other denominations, may more fully ap- 


) pear, let us go on to confider the following 


SECTION JI. 


The Impropriety of the Baptift Churches communte 


cating with thofe of other Denominations confidered, 


and their Difference in Sentiment more particularly 
pointed out. 


| THE Baptift churches believe, that no perfon 


can be a di/ciple of Chrift, that is not capable of 


) felf-denial ; for the Author of our religion has 
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faid, Whofoever he be of you that forfaket 
not all that he hath, he cannot be my difciple:” __ 
Luke xiv. 33, “ Let him deny him/felf and take 
up his, daily and, follow me :” Luke ix. 23, 
And if he be not a di/ciple, he cannot be confid. 
ered.a proper fubject of {pecial ordinances. - 
We believe in one Lord, one Faith, one Baptifm, 
- ft. That this one Lord is the woman’s szExzp, 
the ImmanueL, born of the virgin, the one 
Meptator between Gop and man, the Heap of 
the Church, and Zion’s Kine, a LEADER and) 
CoMMANDER Of his people, the great Pattern and 
Example tor all true Believers. 
vd. One Laith ; that faith that works by love 
and purifies the Aeart ; which is the. only faith 
of God’s-elect, and which-alone can give a right 
to {pecial ordinances ; for without it, it is impof- 
fible to.pleafle God. that this one faith, is 
particularly in each qualified fubjed, and cannot 
give a right to any but thofe that have it. 
$d. One Baptifm ; that this one baptifm is an 
immeyfion. in water, in the name of the triune 
God ; which is to be continued until Chrift’s 
Should-.any fuppofe this one to be thes) 
 baptifm.ot the: Holy Ghoft and fire, {poken of by 
John Baptift and our Saviour, I fhall take leave 
to diflent from their opinion, and give fome 
reafon for my.own,, . . 
The baptifm of the Holy Ghoft was fpoken of | 
by Chrift and his harbinger as that which had | 
not then taken ‘place. | | 
think ahy one would take fingular freedom 
to fay, that there were then noChriftians who had | 
experienced the bleflings of grace in an ordina- | 
ry converlion ; if it be not fo, this confequence : 


: 
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4 mutt follow, that thofe whom Chrift had chofen, 
»  fome of whom he had /ent forth to teach and 
» do miracles, were — of the fpirituality of 

‘religion, and were ftill in their 
1 Again, further, if the bapti/m of the Holy Ghoft | 
_ be the one intended, it would exclude water bap- | 
 tifm in every mode: for we can as eafily con- | 
ceive of two Lords as of wo baptifms referred 

to one inftitution. 
f The doétrine of baptifms mentioned by the 
;  apoftle, Heb. vi. 2. has no reference to the gof- 
; pel inftitution of baptifm ; but is the famé 
_ Greek word that is tranflated wa/hings in another 
chapter of the fame epiftle, Heb. ix. 10. There 
is a negation fixed to thefe baptifms, and they 
were to be left, becaufe they were /aw ceremonies, 

and not go/pel inftitutions. 
: But here will a quettion arife, What are we to 
- underftand by the dapti/m of the Holy Ghoft and 
fire? {poken of by John, Matt. 1.11. and by 
 Chriit, i. 5. John’s words are, * I indeed 
baptize you with wafer unto repentance; but. 
he that cometh after>mé is mightier than J, 
whofe: fhoes: I am not worthy to bear; 4e fhall 
, baptize you with the Holy Ghoft and fire.” Chrift’s 
q words are, ** And being aflembled he command- 


ed that they fhould not depart fromi Jerufalem, 
but wait for the promife of the Father ; which, 
faith he, ye have heard from me: for John truly 
_ baptized with water, but ye fhall be baptized 
with the Holy Ghoft, not many days hence.” 
Doubtlefs thefe, at this time, great a 
meature of the Spirit, as Chriltians in general 
have, and yet were not baptized with the Holy 
Ghoft. 

2 
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But the explanation of the foregoing, we 
meet with in the begining of the next chapters, 
foon after Chrift’s afcenfion: “They were all 
with one accord in one place, and fuddenly 
there came a found from heaven, as of a mighty 
rufhing wind, and it filled all the houfe where 
they were fitting: and there appeared unto 


them cloven tongues, like as of fire, and it fat upon - 


each of them, and they were all filled with the 
Holy Ghoft, and began to /peak with other tongues, 


as the Spirit gave them utterance:” Acts i. 1, 


2, 3. 

Here is the Holy Ghoft and fire that was 
mentioned. For Jefus was now glorified, and 
the Holy Ghoft according to his promife given, 
I think it js very evident, that the baptifm of the 
Holy Ghoft and fire did not refpect the ordinary 


influence of God’s Spirit, either in the conver- 


fion of finners, or in its confirming influences on 
his people; but muft refpect the extraordinary 
and miraculous gifts beltowed on the apoftles and 
others, for the confirmation of the gofpel ; fuch 


as the gifts of tongues, healing, prophe/; ing &c. 


But as thefe obfervations may differ from the — 


general opinion, I muft therefore be a little 
more particular. Will any perfon dare to fay, 
that thofe believers at Samaria, whom Philip ba 

tized, were not true converts? If they were 
not, then Philip baptized a number of unqualified 
Subjects, that were ftrangers to the love of God. 
It they were true converts, 1 think my obferva- 
tion muft ftand: for it is further obferved of 
them, that “ when the apoftles that were at 
Jerufaletn, had heard that Samaria had received 
the word of God, rw ! fent Peter and John unto 


them, who prayed for them, that they might 


4 
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‘receive the Holy Ghoft, (for as yet he was fallen 


upon one of them; only they were baptized in 


the name of the Lord Jefus.) Then laid they 
' their hands on them, and they received the Holy 
Ghoft Acts viii. 14, 15,16. The fame idea is 
further illuftrated by St. Paul, who, when “ he 
came to Ephefus, found certain difciples, 


and 
‘he faid unto them, Have ye received the Holy 
Ghoft_fince ye believed??? Their anfwer was, ‘* We 
have not heard whether there be any Holy 
Ghoft:” Aéts xix. 1, 2—6. The apoftle it 
feems prefumed, that if they were difciples, they 


were baptized; therefore did not inquire, 


whether they were baptized, but unto what they 


_ were baptized. “And when Paul had /Jaid his 


hands upon them, the Holy Ghoft came on them, 


they {pake with tongues and prophefied.” 


Although they had never Aeard tof the Holy 


- Ghoft in thefe miraculous operations, yet they 


_ were difciples and believers. 


Therefore I think I have a right to this con- 


: clufion, that the baptifm of the Holy Ghoft 


ceafed when thefe miraculous gifts, fast ep and 


that the one bapti/m referred to, is uater baptifm : 


yea, even this baptifm of the Holy Ghof never fu- 
perieded or deftroyed the neceflity of water 
baptifm, as an inftitution of Chriit. See it ex- 
emplified, Acts x. 44—48. 

But let none conclude I mean to deny that 
Chriftians have any influences of the Holy Ghoft 
in this day; Ido not: neither do I believe they 
were without them when Chrift was upon earth, 
or even before he came. And yet thefe extra- 
ordinary influences were not given, for Jefus 
was not yet glorified. ‘Therefore Re inftitution of 


itands unfhaken upon the firm of 
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a divine command, which will continue it until the 


end of time, notwithftanding many ancient and - 


modern corrupters, of whatever name or fect, 
The. Baptilts not only believe that this one 
baptifm is an inftitution of Chrift, but that it is 
ever to be adminiftered in one mode, and to one 
kind of /uijeéts. Our opponents fuppofe (at leaft 
many of them) that it may be adminittered 
upon a profeffion of faith, or without it ; ei. 
ther by immerfion or /prinkling. ‘They acknowl- 
edge immerfion to believers to be lawful bap. 
tifm. Could we, with a good confcience, allow 
the fame of infant fprinkling, much of our dif. 
pute would be at anend. ‘‘ But our fixed and 
avowed perfuafion will not permit us to allow, 
that infant /prinkling, though performed with the 
greatett folemnity, is worthy of thename. Con.- 
{fequently, though they, confiftently with their 
own principles, may receive us to communion 
among them, yet we cannot admit them in fel. 


lowfhip with us at the Lord’s table, without . 


contradicting our profefled fentiments. For it 
appears to us, on the moft deliberate inquiry, 


that immerfion is not a mere circmftance, or a - 


_ mode of baptifm, but eflential to the ordinance: 


fo that in our judgment, he who js not immer- 
fed is not baptized. ‘This is one of our reafons 
for refufing communion to our Pzxdobaptift 
brethren, whom in many refpects we highly 
efteem, and towards whom we think it our duty 
to cultivate the moft cordial affection.” * 

We really believe one mode of baptifm to be 


of divine appointment ; all others but buman im 
vention. 


; Booth’s Apol. p, 14; 
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But is this ordinance of our Lord left in fuch 
obfcurity, that an honeft mind mutt be always at 


a lofs how to praétife it? ‘To plead this, is to 


impeach Chrift, that he has not been as faithful in 
his own houfe as a fon, as Mofes was as a fervant : 


But from whence does it appear that baptifm 
is aduty? Not from any moral precept, but from 
a pofitive inftitution. ** All politive inititutions 
depend entirely upon the wi// and declaration of 


the perfon who inftitutes them, with refpect to 


the end and defign of them ; and alfo the due 
But are not 
pofitive inftitutions as plain as moral precepts? If fo, 
why do we b/ame the finner for not complying 
with one, and excufe the Chriftian for neglecting 
the other ? 7 
But it is faid, they do not neglect it, but only 
practife it in a different way! But is this differ. 
ent way a divine inftitution, or fomething fubfti- 


_ tuted in its room? If the former, we may pre- 


{ume that it is made plaim in the word, as it is 
not defigned for men of icience only, but for wn- 


learned men and women, and for babes in Chrift. 


The inftance recorded in fcripture concern. 
ing Saul who was fent to deftroy Aimalek, with 
the prophet’s reply to him at his return, may 
ferve asa to dicover the nature and éf- 


feéls of difobedience. The command was po/- 


tive, and was in part obeyed; but * the belt of 
the fheep and oxen were faved alive.” Saul 
was very confident he had performed the will 
of the Lord, and thus addrefled Samuel: * Bleff- 
ed be thou of the Lord; I have performed the 
commandinent of the Lord:’” 1 Sam, xv. 18. 


* Letters to Bifhop Hoadley. 
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And doubtlefs Seu/ would have carried his'point, 
had not an infpired prophet with{tood him. It 
likely Sau! had fome {pecious pretences for his d 
Conducts he, might flacterbimfelf that thefe 
fheep and oxen might be a large faving of the “% 
property of Wfrael; and that to fave them to dp 
facrifice to the Lord, was a laudable defign. He 
did not pretend he had the leaft regard to /ef 7 
in ‘the whole affair, but was now prudently 77 
taking care that Jebovah’s altar might be loaded © 

with the richeft facrifices. But the prophet © 
foon. gave him to underftand, that obedience to 
divine appointments, fuch as depend entirely on |) 
an expre/s command, is better in the fight of @ 
God than hecatombs of bleeding or ie 


clouds of fmoking incenfe: For rebellion is a 
the fin of witchcraft, and ftubbornne/s is as injquity 
idolatry 1 Sam. xi, 23. 
When the. children of Ifrael were returned } 
from their captivity, they gathered themfelves | 
to Ezra the {cribe, to be inftruéted in their duty 99 
out of the law; “ And they found written in “7 
_. fhe law which the Lord had commanded by J 
Mofes, that the children of Ifrael fhould dwell 
An booths in the feaft of the-feventh month 
Neh. viii. 14. This was a pofitive. infitution, 
and juitly claimed the obedience of alllfrael. But 
Hotwithitanding this, it had not been kept inthe 9 
_ Initituted way from the days of Jofpua, until 
the days of Nehemiah. Was the inftitution to 
blame for their neglect, or muft the blame fall J 
on them? On them, furely. But might not J 
fome plaufible objections be made againft refor- 
mation What if fome'had afked the queftion, 
“it this.be fo, why did none of the Jearned @ 
fathers find it out? Were not Samuel, David, Soe. 7 


| 
| 
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omon, Jebofhaphat, Afa, Joab and Heachiab, all 
ind not keep this feaft in’ 
me booths.” ‘What if others had faid, “ We do not ¢ 
@underftand the wordebocths in of 
light: a booth meats a fort of tent, the delign of 
@which is to fcreen us from the {corching beams 
Hof the fun, and defend us from the injuries of 
weather; and as our hovfes anfwer thefe 
we efteem it lawful for us to eat this 
teaft in them.” 
» *But what would all thefe objections, and 
= many more that might be made, avail in the © 
mind of a man who was defirous for reforma- 
™ tion, and had his eyes open to read in the law 
me of the Lord? “It was found written in the law 
of the Lord ;” therefore it was a fufficient rea 
m fon for every one to engage in reformation, 
vere heart was brought to a ove the law of his 
G | 
i We profels to take the word of God for a 
perfect abd of faith and practice ; if fo, we are 
mnot to follow the opinions of the beft of men, 
Sethough ever’ fo learned and great, any further 
ethan they follow Chrift, or walk to 
ie his inftitutions. ‘“ To the law and the teft 


me ny,” this is our pals in matters of religion. 
me And from hence nd, that baptifm is a » i | 
r 


five i 
benefit 


tution of Chrift, left in his ‘Svancls fo 

of bis people ; concerning which'we 
can nothing but from the revealed will of 
me the great Lawgiver. Had the baptifm: of wn: 

me Oclievers been intended, it would have been de- . 
clared if it Were’ eit her expreffed or implied, the 

Be apo/tles muft have underftood it, and their prac- 

ice would have difcovered it; of which 
certain has ever m been made ta appeay. 


figh 
| 
| 
d 
4, 
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‘If fprinkling had been the divinely appointed 
mode, it would be rational to expect to find it 
exemplified in fcripture; and that inftead of 
their going. to the water, that they brought the ‘n 
water to them. ‘It behoves us therefore well 
to confider the rule which our Lord has given 
relating to this ordinance.”* ‘ Becaufe we can 
have no other direction in thefe fort of duties, 
unlefs we have recourfe to mere invention, 
which makes them our own in/titutions, and 
not the inftitutions of him who firft appointed 

Therefore we find, after the moft deliberate 
inquiry, that there is fuch a rea/ difference in 
our fentiments and practice, that what the Pa- 
dobaptifts believe and practife for baptifm, 1s fo 
effentially different from Chrift’s appointment, 
that in our opinion it cannot be baptifm. 

Then furely we mutt be the moft inconfi/tent 
fet of Chriftians in the world, to hold up the ne- 
ceflity of baptifm by our proféfion, and yet when 
we come to the Lord’s table, practically deny it, 
by receiving thofe to our communion whom we 
do not hefitate to tell the world, we look upon 
as unbaptized perfons ; and fo for the fake of 
holding ‘the communion, we mutt * build again the, 
things that we have de/royed, and thereby make 
tranfgreffors,’ for Once renouncing) 
them, 


But let. us go on to fee what fuch a 
is built. upon. 


Booth’s Apol. 24. t B, Hoadley’s ac, P 3+ 


| 
| 
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SECTION Im. 


‘TheA rguments for free Communion confidered—othert 
offered in Vindication of the Clofe Communioni/ts. 


SHOULD all that has been obferved in the _ 
ceding pages. be aflented to, yet this queftion 
may be put: Cannot the Baptift churches com- 
municate with the Padobaptifts, where they obtain 
fatisfaction that they are Chriftians, and are /in- 
cere? Let us try the matter. The brother pro- 
pofing to commune informs the church to 
- whom he applies, that he has reafon to /uppofe 
he was baptizéd in his infancy, and has never 
- feen it to be his duty to be baptized fince. Did 
he but fee it to be duty, he would cordially 
comply with it; but as he does not, defires to 
partake with them as he is. 

What can the church do? Muft the man be 
debarred from doing his duty in one inftance, 
becaufe he cannot fee it in another? ‘Or will 
‘they drag him into the water, againft the light 
of his own confcience? Surely not the latter. - 
Some reafons muft be given, or the mah ought 
}to be received. But what is the ground of his 

)application? Why, he is a Chriftian, and is fine 
\ cere, and he is baptized to himfelf, or he confiders 
himfelf fo. 
_ _ That he is a Chriftian, the church may be fully 
) fatisfed ; and that he may be /ncere, they do not 
_ pretend to deny; but _/incerity is not the term of 
» communion, but being conformed to the apof- 
Wes’ doctrine, and continuing fteadfaftly. therein : 


| ll, 42, 
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If fincerity be the term of communion, why might 
not Paul have been admitted when he was a 
member in good ftanding in the Jewi/h church? 
But it may be objected that he pertecuted the 
faints of Jefus: it is true; but who can challenge 
his fincerity from his own declaration? J verily 
thought. with myfelf that I ought to do many things 
contrary to the name of Jefus of Nazareth: Ats 
xxvi. 9.. And whatever we practife that is not 
according to the will of Chrift, 1s contrary there. 
to, although we be ever fo fincere in doing it. 

May we not fuppofe that fome of all de. 
nominations are /incere, although ever fo errone 
ous? But to illuttrate the idea, fuppofe ore who 
had been educated a Roman Cathol’c, fhould 
become a true convert, fo as to /atisfy a judg. 
ment of charity: he afks for communion at the 


church know, that he could not, with a good 
.conicience, receive the cup. Although he has 
renounced the church of Rome, the mother of 
abominations, yet he would not reject any thing 


that appears to him to be right, becaufe that 
church held the fame; he now acts honeftly, 


according to the beft light he has. Would any 


ought to. The man is allowed indeed to be in 
an error, but then it is of that kind t’~ t is called 
non-effential, not fundamental, merely circum/tan- 


of the weak”—he mult be received. 


a difciple of George Fox, who denies water bapti/m 


Lord’s table, but at the fame time lets the | 


Proteitant church commune with him? Surely | 
if they mean to practife free communion they » 


tial” the ffrong ought to-hear the infirmities’ 
At their next communion feafon, there comes 4 


i every mode, but he is corivinced of one - 
in his party, refpecting the /acred /uppety 


i 
| 

| 
\ 
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and is now defirous to feftify his obedience to 


this inftitution. Free communion is too liberal in ite 


fentiments to reject him; his plea is /mcerity, 
‘which no one has a right to fcruple, without 


falling under that fevere reproof, ‘* Who art 


thou that judgeft another man’s fervant? to his 


own mafter he ftands or falls.” Neither of the 
foregoing inftances can be more inconfiftent, 
than for a Baptift church to commune with a 


- Pedobaptuft, whilft they hold him to be unbap- 


tized. And the arguments that will vindicate 
the conduct of one, will ferve the fame purpofe 
for the other. 

But it may be profitable here to have recourfe 
to the fcripture doétrine in this matter, and if 


that approyes of fuch a line of conduct, we 
ought to drop the difpute; if not, to contend 


> 
bo 


earneftly for this article of the Chriftian faith. 
It muft be acknowledged, that there is a con- 


-nexion between the two pofitive inftitutions 


of Chrift, and that one of them mult be prior to 
the other. For a man cannot partake of the 
Lord’s fupper, and be baptized, at the fame 
time. | | 

It is reafonable to fuppofe, that thefe apppint- 
ments, with regard to their order and connex- 
ion, depend as much on the fovereign will and 
pleafure of the Lawgiver, as the appointments 
themfelves. ‘* Here then the queftion is, Has 
our fovereign Lord revealed his will, in regard 
to this matter? To the law and to the teftimo- 
ny.” How readeft thou? “ To determine the 
query, we may firft confider the order of time 
in which the two pofitive inftitutions of thé 
New Teftament were appointed: That baptifm 
was an ordinance of God; that fubmiflien was 


— 
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, required, and that it was adminiftered to mul.” 
titudes before the facred fupper was heard of 
or had exiftence, are undeniable facts.”’* John 
Baptiit, the apoftles, and even the Son of God 
incarnate, all practically recommended baptifm, 
t.a time when it would have been impious to 
ve eaten bread and drank wine, as an ordi. 
nance of divine worfhip. Baptifm therefore | 
had the priority in point of inftrtution. __, 

Let us next confider the order of words in the 
eat commiffion. When a rifen Saviour faid to 
bis difciples, ALL PowER is given mein heaven 

and in earth: go ye therefore and teach all. na 
tions, BAP rizINeG them in the name of the Father, 
and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghoit ; teaching 
them to OBSERVE ALL THINGS WHATSOEVER | 
‘HAVE COMMANDED you:” Mat. xxviiif{ 18, 19, 
20. The firft article of the commiffion is, to 
teach, then—what? To baptize, or to adminifter 
the Lord’s fupper ? let every confcience judge. 

., Let us next conlider the apoffolic praétice. It 
is very evident the apoftles underftood our Lord 
in the fenfe for which we plead, and praétifed ac. 
cordingly. For when anumber were “ pricked 
n. their heart, and cried, Men and brethren, | 
what fhall we do? Then Peter faid unto them, 
Repent, and ’’--what, break bread? Nay, verily ; 
but.“ be baptized every one of you.” The 
willing converts followed his direction. ‘Then 
ey that gladly received his word were bap- © 


~ 


church, and afterwards they united in breaking 
of bread. ‘This is apoftolic order, and cannot 


Booth’s Apel. p. 31. 


4 The next ftep was, to join them/felves to the | 


é 
a 
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be denied, without. contradicting the oracles of 
truth. 
- When Chrift has. thus revealed his will, for 
us to difpute it, isrebellion. It rather becomes 
us, with humility, to rejoice that he hath made 
the path of our duty fo plain. eas 

If what has already been obferved ftands con- 
fiftent with fcripture, a contrary practice cannot 
be proved from the word ; uilefs it be like a lead- 
en rule, that will apply toany thing. Then if this 
be the order in which the two gofpel inftitu. 
tions ftand, we fhall do well to confider, who 
hath given us a difpenfing power, to fet afide 
one which claims a prior right on the convert’s 
obedience, for the fake of indulging him in 
another. | 

Mofes had no right to alter a fingle pin in the 

- tabernacle, but was admonifhed to make all things 

according to the pattern fhown in the mount. 

And whofoever inverts the order of Chritft’s 

appointments, muft be confidered as dictating to 

INFINITE WISDOM. 

The next thing that I fhall confider is, the 
arguments drawn from St. Paul’s words to the 
Romans: Receive ye one another as Chrift alfo hath 

Sreccived us: Rom. xi. 7. Hence our opponents. 
parcue, that fech as Gop has received, we have 
H reafon to fuppofe he communes with. We can- 
' not, therefore, in the exercife of a Chriftian 
temper, refufe to receive them. But is this re- 
| ceiving limited tocommunicating at the Lord’s ta- 
_ bler Is there no other way for us to manifeft 
our love to our brethren of other denomina- 
tions, but for us praétically to give up what we 
confcientioufly believe to be the: order of God’s 
houfe Before we make fuch a movement, it 
D2 


> 


_ 


y 
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will be proper to.inquire into the apoftle’s mean. © 


ing; and inftead of giving my own thoughts 
on the text, I choofe rather to tran{fcribe a paf- 
fagé from a Pedobaptift writer,* quoted by Mr, 
Boorn,t who, diflenting from what our oppo. 
nents infer, obferves—‘ This difference is glar. 
ingly forced and wide, difcovering their igno. 
rance of the true meaning and defign of the 
text, who make it. The apoftle is not here 
{peaking of admiffion to church memberfhip at 
all; nor does he confider thofe to whom he 
writes in the precife light of the church univer. 
fal, but as members of a particular church or 
body, among whom there was fome difference 
of opinion about meats, &c. which was like to 
break their communing together, as is plain 
from the preceding chapter. The apoftle fets 
himfelt to prevent this, and to accomplifh a 
reconciliation. . And after a number of healing 
things, he concludes with thefe words—Receive 
ye one another ; that is, ye who are {faints at 
Rome, who have agreed to walk together in 
the commandments and ordinances of the Lord 
Jefus ; ye who are profefledly united in church 
communion ; receive ye one another in love, as 


becometh faints united in one body for mutual | 


benefit. Bear ye one another’s burdens ; watch 
ever and admonifh one another in love, not- 
withitanding fome difference in {fentiments 
among you, as to the eating certain meats, and 
regarding certain days; but let not that differ. © 
ence mak@ any breach in your communion to- 


gether as a church of Chrift. But let the ftron 
bear with thofe that are weak; and the tts, 


* Smith's Compend. Acc. of the form and osder of church, 
409,120, t Apology, p. 85, 


x 
Pe 


not be offended with the liberty of the ftrong. 


Judge not one another uncharitably ; but let 


brotherly love continue. This is precifely the 


apoftle’s meaning, as will appear to thofe who 
look impartially into the connexion of his argu- 
ment, and by no means ferves the purpofe for 
which the objectors bring it.” There is an 


effential difference between their eating or not 


eating meats in the apoftolic times, and our be- 
ing baptized or not baptized, prior to commu. 


nion at the Lord’s table; the /atter being a 


folemn inftitution of divine worfhip. But can 
this be aflerted of the former ? Surely it'muift be 


_ {training things beyond bounds, to fet thefe ob- 


folete, antiquated rites in contraft with a gofpel 


-inftitution. 


Another argument made ufe of in favour of 


_ free communion is, that if they are God’s children 
_ de communes with them; and if fo, it would 


be fuperiftition for any to refufe to come to the 


facred table with them. But it is not what 


God can or does do, but his revealed will, that 
is the rule of our duty. Many have left the 


word of God out of a partial regard to the 


characters of great and good men. But it may 
be remembered, that when the Lord fent the 

rophet from Judah to cry againft the altar at 
Bethel, that he was forbid to eat bread or drink 
water in that place. For a time he kept clofe 
to the word of the Lord, and profpered. But 
after he was gone, an old prophet purfued after 
him, and finally prevailed with him to retury. 
Had he appeared as an open enemy, it is not like. 


ly the prophet would have heard to him; but 
- this is the way in which he prevailed with him, 


by telling him—J a//o am a@ prophet ; and that an 
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angel /pake unto me to bring thee back. But though 
a prophet, or an angel trom heaven had {poken 
unto him, he had no warrant to leave the word. 
of God; and for his difobedience was foon flain 
of a hion.* | 

Another argument made ufe of by thofe who 
plead for open communion is, that we can join in 
prayer either in our families or in public, with 
Peedobaptifts, or can hear them preach occa. 
fionally, and yet, after all, cannot come to the 
Lord’s table with them. It is true, and perhars 
fome caufe can be fhewn for our condutt. 
We efleem it not only /awfu/, but to be our in. 
difpenfable duty, to manifeft our love to all that 
love the Lord, in every way that is not incon. 
fiftent with a revelation of the divine will in 
fome other refpects. 

I prefume it will be a given point, that cir 
cumcifion was abfolutely neceflary for every 
male, in order to partake at the pafchal fupper. 
This was not the effect of any’bigoted notion 
in the Ifraelites, but by a pofitive command 
of Jehovah: Exod. xii. 48. Had Enoch, who 
walked with God as a faint, and who, as a 
prophet, foretold the coming of Chrift to judg. 
ment ; or Noah, who was an beir of the riebecozs' 
nefs of faith, as well as a preacher of it; or 
Melctifedek, that illuftrious type of the great 
Mefiiah ; had thefe been contemporary with Mo- 
fes, and fojourners in the fame wildernefs, they 
coald not have been admitted to communion in 
the Mfraelitifh church, without fubmitting to 
circumcifion Yet had Enoch been in the camp 
of Ifrael when Korah and his company mutinied, 
and had been difpofed to have given tlie reb- 


See this account, Kings, xiii, 


e 
| 


_ will follow upon clofe communion, 1. e. ; that if 
> Chriftians cannot communicate together‘in this 
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els a leéture on the fecond coming of Chrift, 
J cannot fuppofe his offered fervice would have 
been rejected by Mofes, merely becaufe he was 
pot circumcifed. Had Noah been prefent when 
the tabernacle was ereéted, and had heen dif- 
poled to have given the pa a fermon on 
the future incarnation of the Son of God, and 
the righteoufnefs of faith, to which that facred 
ftructure had a typical regard, I cannot but 
think they would have given him a hearing ; 
‘and yet the pofitive law of Jehovah would 
ty forbidden their partaking at the pafchal 
eait. 

_ Our Lord, though he warned his hearers 
againit the pride and hypocrify, the unbeltef 
and covetoutnefs of the Pharifees and Scribes, 
‘yet exhorted the people to regard the truths 
they delivered: Mat. xxiii. 1, 2, 3. Yet 
would any affert that our Lord would have 

- admitted thefe ecclefiaftics to communion in 
fpecial ordinances ? When the beloved difci- 
ple faid, ** Mafter, we faw one cafting out 
devils in thy name, and we forbid lim, be- 
caufe he followeth not with us :” Jefus anfwer. 
ei, “Forbid him not; for he that is not 
)againft us, is for us:” Luke ix. 49, 50. From 
Hhence it appears, that we ought to encourage 
Hthofe who are fighting againft the common 
” enemy, and are propagating the commoa truth, 


_ although we cannot commune in fpecial ordi. 


Another argument which has been addreffed 
» with confiderable effect, to the feelings and paf- 
» fions of Chriftians, is, the confequences hat 


| nances together. 


a 
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world; how can they expect to enjoy fellow. 
fhip together in heaven. | 

This is fomething very frightful indeed! 
that there muft be two heavens for feparate 
fpirits ! | 

But this may be anfwered by attending to 
a few things. Who ‘would dare to anathe. 
matize all thofe who deny the ufe of both 
ordinances? Or, who will venture to fay, that 
among the different kindreds, tongues and 
tribes, who will appear in that illuftrious 
turong, at the decifive hour, there will be 
none who never faw nor practifed the facred 
ordinances in any form? Or, who will affirm, 
that none who are excommunicated perfons 
will ever be admitted into heaven ? 

And yet upon gofpel principles, it would 
. unlawful to commune with them while 
uch. 

But thefe objections muft appear of no 
weight to the candid. For where is there a 
church of any denomination that there is not 
fuch difference of opinion in fome things 
among them, as at fome times to produce 
trials, and at others, fharp contentions? And — 
o- may we not fuppofe that one heaven will 

old them all after death? Yes; death, the 
great /eveller, will put an end to our party 
difputes, and bring the duft of contending 
Chriitians to reft in fweet agreement in the > 
ct Equally fo will the fiery trial, which 

all burn up all the hay, wed and ftubble from 
the foul, bring ‘the fpirits of all good men to 
cwell ina ftate of uninterrupted felicity. 

The laft thing that I thall confider, which is 
brought as a_plea for open communion, is, that 


a 
we 


_ty of water was neceffary for the ufe, of 


“to 
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the fcripture account of baptifin is left in fuch 


darknefs and ambiguity, both as to the fubjects 
and mode, that nothing certain can. be deter- 
mined. ‘Therefore it calls for our charity to- 


wards thofe who differ from us. It may be re- 


membered, that when the talents were com- 
mitted to the fervants to occupy, the two that 


improved made no complaints; the other had 


a bard mafter, an avflere man; a great many 
difficulties Rood in the way of duty. That the 
baptifm of infants is not made plain, we {hall 
not deny: but, that believers were baptized is 
as plain as words can make it; and ‘fhines 
through the New Teftament 2s if written with 
a frokeon If fprinkling be the mode intended 
in the New Teftament, we muit concede to the 
propofition that it is not made plain. It would 


feem like an ambiguous affair indeed, to relate, 


that both the adminiftrator and the perfon bat. 


tized, went down into the water, and came up out of 


it again, when all that was to be done was only 

prinkle a little water in the face. Yea, to 
‘read'in the volume of infpiration that multi, 
tudes were baptized in the river Jordan; and 
that they were baptized in Enon, becaufe there was 


imuch water there, when a few bafons of water 
}would have ferved the purpofe equally wel!. 
This would feem indeed to be fo dark, that com- 
= Jenfe mutt have been at a lofs, how to have 


reconciled this ancient account with modern 


tice, had it not been that fome gentlemen of 
great invention have lent their friendly aid, 
and caft peculiar light upon the fubject. They 
have informed the world, that the large gq. antf 


rhe 
camels and affes the people rode upon; whereas 
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the only thing that the fcriptures bring into 
view, is the conveniency of baptizing. That the 
Pedobaptifts confider it as not made plain jp 
eas or, that it is left to be practifed ip. 
differently, as circumitances may require, js 
abundantly evident from their conduét ; for 
many of them adminifter both ways ; fometimes 
in the meeting-houfe, and then ina river. What 
ftrange amphibious Chriftians ! 

If the Greek verb baptizo has not been rightly 
explained, we have no reafon to fuppofe it ever 
will be. | 

And this evidence we find in our favour from 
the various expolitors upon it, that all the Bap. 
tifts agree, that the word in its firft or primary 
fenfe, fignifies to dip or plunge, and only ina 
fecondary and confequential fenfe, to wa/h.* 
Many of the Pedobaptifts allow the firft fenfe 
of the word to be the fame as we do: t and if 
others deny it, yet ftill the evidence ftands in 


our favour; for none would give it up againi 


themfelves, if they were not obliged in jutftice 
to do it. A number of ancient learned expof- 
tors upon the Greek allow this fenfe.{ ‘The mat 
ter is out of difpute in our minds; and we re 
ally think, that the combination of words and 
circumftances recorded in the New ‘Teftament, 
have made it as plain as any others could, fo 
that “he may run that readeth.” So plain 
that “ no wayfaring man, though a fool, needs 
err therein.” Yet many who have been educat- 


Do@or Gill's anfwer to Mr. Dickenfon, p. go. 


t See the learned Henry, on Rom. vii 4. Alfo quoted by Mr. 
Dr. Doddridge, Mr. Burkitt, Dr. Maciaine, Dr. an 
00 
$ Scapula, Schrevelius, Budreus, Calvin, Beza, Cafau Grotivs 
quoted with their words by Dr. Gill. 
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ved in the theory of the Chriftian religion, from 
their early days, excufe themfelves from this 
duty, becaufe they cannot fee it. But it is fo 
plain that an Lthiopian Eunuch, who, but a few 
minutes before, did not wnder/tand what he read, 
was foon inftruéted in the weighty, concerns of 
this foul, and believed in the truth with all his 
decart ; which immediately led him to: come 
down from his chariot, and go down into the 
swater. Surely the Chriftian who boafts fuperior 
advantages above an Ethiopian, mutt ftand ad- 
-monifhed by this example. If Ananias of Da- 
mafcus, was to mect fuch an indifferent brother, 
would he not addrefs him in his admonifhing 
danguage, Why tarrieft thou ? Arife and’be 
_baptized.” Would not the ready obedience of 
the sailor, who arofe the fame hour of the 
ight, and was baptized, he and all his ftraight- 
way,” reprove fuch a delaying brother ? 
_. Could not Lydia leave the river fide, where 
the Lord firft opened her heart, before fhe gave 
proof of her faith, by fubmitting to: this ordi- 
Dance ? Then let the doubting lift their eyes and 
See what a cloud of witnefles we are furrounded 
with, and lay afide every weight, and run the 
pielf-denying race ; and fee that they do not 
pmake void the commandments of God, throvgh 


their tradition. 


Having thus gone through with what I pro- 


_ pofed, I clofe the whole by a brief addrefs 


. to the Baptift Churches. . 


I attempted to write ; and/if I fhould fail.of 


+ anfwering your expectations, yet ftilll Have the 


a 


It was at the requeft of a number of You'tWat 


40 = Brief Addrefs to the Baptif? Churches. 


teftimony ‘of my confcience, to the rectitude ¢ 
my intention ; and my inability you will tender. 
ly impeach. You will find a.great difference ij 

ofe who-object againit our order, with regari 
to clofe communion. Some, no doubt, are tok 
confidered ih ‘the light of thofe we ‘meet ‘with, 
Ezra‘iv. 2, who requefted of thofe Jewith fi 
thers, ‘to build with them ; their plea was, “ Wr 
feek your God as ye do ; and we do facrilice tp 
him fince the day of Efar-haddon, king of Af 
fur.” Thefe were not admitted, for they wer 
‘enemies, andonly fought to overthrow thok 
who were building. 

But you'will meet with others, who, j 
and''beholding-your order, would gladly tak 
“privileges with ‘you ; who ftand high in you 
‘efteém as friends td ‘the caufe of truth ; thei: 
‘demand the tendereft ‘expreffions of your love. 
Yet it is never'to’be exprefled in a way contrary 
“to God’s revealed ‘will. Therefore, if our pro- 
‘feffion “be confiftentt ‘with the word of truth, \e 
“Our practice be fo'too. Let thofe who opa 
“their doors for free communion confider, wheth- 
“er they do not give more liberty than the {cri 


‘tures, ‘do, ‘by fittitig ‘at the holy tabi 
,with thofe whom they look upon as unbaptized. 


‘They ‘will do, well-'to fearch ‘for a ‘precedent fo 
their conduct in the word of God. 1.4m per 
fwaded, if they were to afk the Chriftian world 


‘tn ¥éneral,’ they ‘would “réadily join ‘with th 


apoitle and fay, “ We have no cuftom, not 
the churches of God” that were before us, as t0 
unbaptized perfons* to communicat? 

jo, thofe who practife according to their, pro 


4 
| 
¢ 
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but remember that it is enough that the di/ciple 
be as his Lord, and the fervant be as his matter. 
Remember the apoftle’s words to the Theflaloni- 
ans, * Now we command you, in the name of 
our Lord Jefus Chrift, that ye withdraw your- 


“felves from every brother that walketh difor- 


derly, and not after the tradition which he re- 
ceived of us :” 2 Thefl. iii. 6. It may bé your 


duty to withdraw from them that you confider 


as not conformed to the tradition of the apof- 
tles ; fo far, as not to partake together gt the 
Lord’s table. 4 

- But I fhall clofe with the words of the belov- 


ed Paul to the Corinthians: ** Now I befeech | 


you, brethren, by the name of our Lord Jefus 
Chrift, that ye all fpeak the fame thing, and 
that there be no divifions among you ; but that 


be perfectly together in the fame 


mind, and in the fame judgment :” 1 Cor. i. 10. 
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Discaice or MassAcuussrrs, to wit: 


F, IT REMEMBERED, That on the feventh day of Augul» 

the thirty-firt year of the independence of the United Stares ¢ 
America, MANNING Lorine, of the faid diftrift, have depu. 
ited in this office the title of a Book, the right whereof they claim a 
Proprictors, in the words following, to wit:—‘* The Bapuim 
lievers only, and the Particular Communion of the Baptft Churche, 
explained and vindicated. In Three Parts. The firll—publifhed or 
ginally in 1789; the fecond—in 1794; the third—an Appendix, com 
taining Additional Obfervations aud Arguments, with Stenétures 


feveral late Publications. By THomAs Batpwin.” 


In conformity tothe A&.of the Congrefs of the United States, env. 
tled, * An A&t for the encouragement of learning, by fecuring th 
copies of “ye charts, and books, to the Authors and Proprictors 
fuch copies, during the times therein mentioned 5” and alfo to an Aa 
entitled, “ An Att fupplementary to an AQ, entitled, ‘An A& fu 
the encouragement of learning, by fecuring the copies of maps, char 
and books, to the Authors and Proprictors of fuch copies, during th 
times therein mentioned ;’ and extending the benefits thereof to th 
arts of defigning, engraving, and etching hiftorical and other prints.” 


N. GOODALE, Clerk of the Diftrif of Maffachu/as 
A true Copy of Record. 
Auett : N. Goopanse, Clerk. 


a 
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BRIEF VINDICATION, &c.* 


OO) 


SECTION I. 


Preliminary Obfervations on the Subjeé in Difpute. 


REVEREND SIR; 


YOuR Friendly Letter, which was publithed in 


December, 1791, I could not obtain until feyeral months 


after ; and have not the pleafure of acknowledging 
your politenefs in fending me a copy ; although from 
an apology offered by your generous brothers, 1 am in- 
clined to hope it was not a defigned omiffion. 
. In my other PieceI obferved, “ that it was not the 
Jove of controverfy which induced me to write.” I 
have the hppinels ftill to believe, that this is not my 
greateft motive. And had your arguments proved our 
fentiments and practice refpecting communion, to be wn- 
fcriptural, or inconfffent with that brotherly affection 
which the gofpel requires, I fhould indeed * have been 
a gainer by the controverfy,’ and would have acknowl- 
edged mylelf mdebted to you for the inftruction. But 
after I had carefully examined your arguments, I did 
not find the evidence fufficient to produce conviction : 
therefore, am obliged in /incerity to abide by my former 
opinion. | 

Were the difpute between us to be confidered mere- 


ly perfonal, and unconnetted with the interefts of re- 


* This Part muft fill be confidered as a Reply to the remarks of the 
Rey. Noah Worcefer, A.B. in his Friendly Letter to the Author, 


A 
uf, if 
Cs o | 
im 
Be. 
ches, 
d on 
COM 
r the 
rs of 
for 
arts 
the 
thy 
ais 


56 Preliminary Obfervations. 


ligion, I fhould not think myfelf called upon ty, 
attempt areply. But fince the honour of Chrift g 
Head of the church, and Law-giver in his own king. 
dom, and the peace and tranquillity of two denomin, | 
tions of Chriftians are in fome meafure involved in thi 
difpute, it appears to me of importance that the groun¢ 
of the controverfy fhould be fully afcertained. And x 
you have endeavoured to lay the blame wholly to ou 
denomination, I fhall moft cheerfully come forward, 
with a vindication of myfelf and brethren. 

In purfuing my prefent defign, I fhall be led tore 
mark upon feveral things, which are offered to confid. 
eration in your Friendly Letter. In doing of which,| 
hope to be governed by a fpirit of candour and Chrif. 
tian love ; and can affure you, that nothing would give 
me more fenfible reget, than to mifconceive, or mifrep. 
relent your meaning. In fome inftances I could have 
wifhed that you had been more explicit, which would 
have relieved nie from the fear of miftaking you. 

It will not be expected, that I fhould follow you in 
the-exaét order,in which you have treated the fubjett; 
nor that I fhould reply to all that you have writtet. 
Some of your obfervations are agreeable to my views; 
and fome of them appear to be unconneéted with the 
fubject in difpute. ‘l’o avoid prolixity, I fhall omit 
many things which might with propriety be urged in 
the prefent controverfy. 

You have obferved, that with fome degree of care 
you had perufed the paniphlet which I had written: if 
fo, you muft have obferved our main objections to free 
communion confift effentially, in two things; viz. 1. That 
baptifin isa divinely appointed pre-requifite to com-— 
munion at the Lord’s table. 2. T’hat immerfion upon 
a profeffion of faith is effential to gofpel baptifm. ‘The 
firft of thefe I take for granted you have given up: for 
bi obferve, (p. 9.) ©The queftion is not, whether 
baptifm in jfome mode be an effential qualification ;? yor 
alfo add, (p. 13.) «I donot deny that baptifm was 
prior to coming to the Lord’s table in the apoftolick 
practice, I fuppofe it was : and I alfo fuppofe their ex- 
ample to be worthy of imitation in like circumftances 


‘ 
' 
| 


Preliminary. Obfervationss 5:7 


Thus, Sir, he who is unbaptized, however amiable his 
character may appear, is effentially difqualified in your 
eficem. In this particular we feem to be agreed, that 
baptifin in me mode is effential to a due qualification for 
the Lord’s table. And I believe this to be the general 
fenfe of the two denominations. The other objection 
remains yet to be confidered ; which may be divided into 
two queftions : i. e. Who are the proper /udjeé?s of bap- 
tifm ? And, what is the appointed mode ? I have faid in 
my other Piece, that we confider ‘ profefled believers 
as the on!) proper fubjects of baptifm ;” and “that im- 
Merfion is not a mere circumflance, or mode ot baptifm; 
But effential to the ordinance.” I have not obierved in 
-* Letter that you have difproved thefe fentiments ; 

ut what you have faid inthis refpe& fhall: be attended 
tO inits place. For the prefent we fhall only fay, that 
you have raifed a huge holt of /uppoftions and confequene 
es, and brought them all againft our fentiments, as if 


‘you were determined to frighten us out of our alle- 


ae to the great Law-giver : but we may fay as 
int Paul in another cafe, None of thefe things move us. 
If I have rightly comprehended your reafoning in 
tee of free communion, the moft material arguments 
te the following. 1. © That the effence of baptifm 
does not confift in any one particular mode. whatever.’ 
fp. 10.) 2. Ifit fhould finally appear, that you had 
mified the divine appointment, yet, as ¢ godly fincerity 
is the very sou. and EssENcE of conformity to Chrift,’ 
rou are therefore ¢ as well accepted in the fight of God, 
sthough your outward conduct had been according to 
the appointed mode.’ (p. 19,21.) 3. *Suppofing that 


_ the Pedobaptifts are really in an error, if Chrift does 


not view the error as fo effential but that he will com- 

mune with them, why cannot you commune with thofe 
vat the table, with whom God communes ?” (p. 28, 29.) 
‘Thefe appear to be the main pillars on which your 


 fuperftruéture is built ; and fhall each of them be par- 
ticularly confidered. Having thus {tated the conftitu- 
" ent parts of the difpute, we are now prepared to attend 
| to each particular. ! 
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SECTION I. 
Profefed Believers the only appointed Subjedis of Baptifm, 


In your third part you obferve, ‘ The queftion to 
be difputed is fummarily this : Whether, for a perfon 
to be baptized by immerfion, after believing, be an ef- 
fential term of communion at the Lord’s table ? Of 
this queftion you inform your readers that I ¢ take the 
affirmative fide.’ But, my dear fir, you have not {tated 
the queftion right : that #s, if you mean to have me take 
the affirmative. Nor will your quotations from me fup- 
port fuch a ftatement. The paflages quoted, and from 
which you make the miftake, are in thefe words ; that 
“ baptifm is to be adminiftered only in one mode, aril 
to one kind of fubjetts.” That “ profeffed believers 
are the only proper fubjects of baptifm.” I fuppofe the 
difference to be eafily difcerned. I faid * profeffed 
believers,” you fay “to be baptized after believing.’ 
The former fuppofes that a perfon may fatisfy a judg 
ment of charity, and yet be a hypocrite ; the latter, 
that he is infallibly a believer. I conclude, that a perfon 
fnay be baptized according to Chrift’s inftitution, and 
yet be a hypocrite ; but he cannot be baptized inftitu- 
tionally, without a profeffion of faith. We are obliged 
by the gofpel rule to require a profeflion; but we are 


not obliged to know the jincerity of the perfon who 4 


makes it. 


Now, Sir, to fome the queftion may appear to be the 
fame ; but it is evident that there is a very fpecific dif 
ference ; and, from the wrong manner in which you 
have ftated it, you have gone on to draw falfe conclu 


fions, and to crowd a train of difagreeable confequences — 


upon our fentiments, which will appear of no force, 
when the queftion is rightly confidered. 


You inform your readers, (p. 12) that we fuppofe | 


“ not only that immerfion is effential to the ordinance 


of baptifm, but that none are proper fubjects of it but | 
vifible believers.” From this you draw the followig © 
inference : ‘ If none are proper {ubjects but vifible be- : 


f 
- 
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Hievers, none are proper fubjects but real believers.’ 
WY ou illuftrate it as follows For a perion’s 
Sutwardly a ing to be a proper fubject, may give 
‘him a right Fn the ght of men, it does not in the fight 
"of God.’ 
* You will permit me here to inquire, whether you 
pave any other method to judge of the ‘real piety,’ the 
$ godly fincerity? or the proper qualifications of perfons 
Yor f{pecial ordinances, but what is vifible, or in the 
fight of men ? If you have, it is a prerogative which we 
Yo not claim. I think, Sir, the inference grants, that 
Wthey have a right in the fight of men ; and although 
"God may know them to be hypocrites, as he is not plea- 
fed to interpofe and make the matter vifible, who will 
“dare to challenge their right, and forbid their proceed- 
“Ang? 
Phat this obfervation may appear in its proper light, 
“we will bring the matter upon trial ; and, if you pleafe, 
*we will borrow an example from the New Teftament 
to illuftrate it by. In the eighth chapter of the Aéts, 
‘we have an account of Philip’s vifiting and preaching 
‘the gofpel in Samaria, and of the happy effects which 
‘followed. ‘That a people who had long been be- 
"-witched, were now reduced to reafon and religion, 
which was the occafion of great joy in that city ; and it 
‘is faid, *“* when they believed Philip preaching the 
*\things concerning the kingdom of God, and the name 
© of Jefus Chrift, they were baptized, both men and 
V women.” It is alfo added, that Simon believed ; that is, 
the appeared to Philip and others to believe : for we cannot 
fuppofe from the account afterwards given of him, that 
) he was a fral believer, though at this time there was 
' nothing appeared to the contrary. Now, what was 
© Philip’s duty in the prefent cafe? It is evident that he 
- © required, as a pre-requifite in his candidates, that they 
* © believe with all the heart ; as appears from another cir- 
_ cumftance recorded in the fame chapter. And although 
' Simon warts to him to be a true believer, yet, in the 
© fight of God, he was nothing but a hypocrite. 
it is abundantly evident, that Philip required the 
* fame qualifications, in order to baptifm, that the 


as 
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Baptifts do at the prefent day. It is equally evidey 
that he baptized a perfon, who, in the fight of Gog 
had not; thofe qualifications. The prefent inquiry; 
whether hedid right or not ? If you fhould choofe 
fay, he did not act confiftently with his principles ;, thi 
cwill lead us to inquire again, what reafons could deter. 
amine him in acting otherwife, as he did not know th 
heart of Simon ? But asthis anfwer would neceffari 
amvolvevyou in a controverfy with him, I fhall for th 
~prefent leave it, to,be fettled between you. But fhouk 
‘you give. your opinion in favour of his conduét, 
whatever s you would vindicate thar, the fagy 
will ferve to vindicate ours, under fimilar circumiftance 
It may be proper here to attend to the confequence 
~you have drawn fromthe preceding obfervations ; i.¢ 
that upon our principles ¢ it may be neceflary to admin 
oxfter the ordinance of-baptifm fifty or a hundred tims 
to the fame, perfon.’ Alarming as thefe confequenc 
omay. appear to you, they do not greatly terrify us: Fe 
our principles have had.a practical exiftence for og 
 paft ; and yet I can aflure you, I have never heard¢ 
a perfon’s: being baptized, five and twenty times. Nor isi 
-common with us to baptize a perfon more than one. 
if fhould think it neceflary upon any occafions 
‘repeat it,Pdobaptifts do even the fame, Some of thes, 
have become «fo liberal,..as not only to immerfe, @ 
fprinkle; as the candidate may choofe ; but, to immer 
»thofe «who have {prinkled in infancy, and hay} 
been: members of their churches for many years !* 
be neceflary to perform it twice, I know not but tha 
‘fome ciroumftances may render it equally neceflary * 
-operform it Safty times. 

ButySir, I with to bring the inftance of Philip aa! 
»Simononce more into view, as I think it may fervet 
yemove fome of your fuppofed difficulties. It will w 
“~doubtedly be.granted, that Philip baptized the /ircerm 
‘mg pon the: fame: footing which he did the other Samat_ 


* If kesmsightly informed, the Rev..Mr.. P— paftor of a chu? 
_ your vicinity. has-baptized a number, who had been baptized in 
__sfancy. , "Phe fame has been done by the Rev- Mr. Be of Randolph,’ 
Vermont. ‘Other inftances might be-mcntioned if acceflary. 


whether Simon can now be looked upon as avifbly qual- 
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n converts, i. e. upon a profefion of faith. But, when 
= and John came to vifit the brethren at Samaria, 
@nd had laid their hands on a number, by which means 
#he miraculous gifts of the Holy Ghoft were conferred, 
Bimon beholding, was filled with aftonifhment, and pro 


—@eeded to offer them money, in order to “obtain this 


power. This conduct betrayed his ignorance of the 
ue fpirit of religion, and expofed him to that moft 
cs reproof from Peter ; ‘ ‘Thy money perifh with 
thee,—thou haft neither part nor lot in this matter : for 
thy heart is not right in the fight of God. For I perceive 
#hat thou art in the gall of bitternefs, and in the bond 
of iniquity.” He was no longer to be confidered as a 
Chriftian, but under the reigning power of guilt and 
unbelief. | 
; Now fhould we fuppofe PAilip to return this way 
gain in a few weeks, and after inquiring into the ftate 
of his young converts, he is informed of the fituation 
@f Simon, and from the account he receives is defirous 
of a perfonal interview with him : It is agreed to, and 
‘when the time arrives, Simon comes before him ; blufh- 
“ing and confufion appear in his face ; fhame and forrow 
wningle in his eyes; he paufes—he fighs ! at length 
thus addreffes the Evangelift : “I have indeed done 
difhonour to the Chriftian name, and have given ample 
oof to the world, that I was a ftranger to the power 
and divinity of the gofpel: and although my admira- 


§, “tion was raifed by the miracles I beheld, my paflions 
_ moved and charmed by the foft eloquence of your per- 
ewiuafive tongue ; yet alas! I was but in love with my- 
Mielf, inftead of a Saviour ; but my iniquity has found me 
Pout, and now appears hateful to me.” He informs Philip, 
* that the exhortation given him by the apoftle Peter zo 
" repent, was fo accompanied with the divine energy, that 


he had now reafon to hope that he had become a true 


) penitent. Philip, and the church at Samaria, are fully 


fatisfied, that although Simon, when he made a pro- 


that he is now become a true child of God. 


feflion, was in the gall of bitterne/s and bond of iniquity, yet 


You will permit me here in my turn to inquire, 
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ified member for church fellowfhip and communion} 
or whether he is to be baptized again ? I do not wif 
to anticipate your anfwer ; but as it isa difficulty of 
your own propofing, I think it reafonable to give yo 


the labouring oar ; and whatever way you are pleafed: 


to decide in this cafe, will undoubtedly relieve us unde 
fimilar circumftances. 

Upon the whole, does it not appear evident to every 
candid reader, that we require no more, nor any other 
qualifications in our candidates for baptifm, than wha 
were required in the apoftolick age ? They required 
their candidates to believe with all the heart ; we require 
no more. Therefore, whatever confequences are fairly 
deducible from our principles in this point, the fame 
are equally chargeable upon theirs. 

Agreeably to the foregoing obfervations are the fenti- 
ments of many Pzxdobaptift writers. I will here 
cite the words of one. Jt is manifeft (faith he) 
that Philip’s principles were, to baptize none but 
what had faving grace, and believed with all their 


hearts.” Alfo, “ It is manifeft that the apoftles did not — 


intend to baptize any adult perfons, except they had 
knowledge or fatisfaction that they had the feed of 

ace fown in their hearts. Witnefs the inftance of 
Philip’s baptizing the eunuch ; again, for proof, Peter's 
baptizing Cornelius, and thofe Gentiles that believed, 
after they had received the Holy Ghoft, as well a 
the believing Jews : So alfo the inftance of the jailer’s 
family. Not to multiply inftances, it is well known, or 


may be well known, that faith is always fpoken of in | 
the word of God before baptifm ; and we all agree that | 
baptifm is to be adminiftered to a perfon before the — 


Lord’s fupper.”* If this be a juft ftatement of facts, 
that neither Philip nor the apoftles meant to baptize 
any adults, but thofe who believed with all the heart 3 


and that it is well known that faith is always fpoken of 


in the word of God before baptizing ; furely the Bap- 


tifts cannot be reafonably blamed, for endeavouring to 
imitate apoftolick practice. 


* Frothingham’s Right to the Lord’s Supper, p. 65, 66. 


a 
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§ From the preceding remarks, yoy may probably fee 
wherein you have miftaken the matter, in charging 
gur fentiments with error refpecting the qualifications 


‘of candidates for baptifm. You feem to fuppofe, that 


becaufe we require them to be wifible believers, that we 
are obliged to know that they are real believers : ‘This 
ig evidently implied in your objection, ‘ That if none 
are proper fubjects but vifible believers, none are proper 
fubjeéts but real believers.’ That every man who pro- 
fefles religion ought to be what he profefies, no one 
will deny ; but, that we are obliged to’kwow them to | 
be fincere, I have never yet conceived. . Were we, for 
fear of the confequences, to refufe to adminifter either 
the ordinance of baptifm, or the Lord’s fupper, unti! 
We ablolutely knew who were fucere, I believe we 
fhould adminifter no more until the end of time. 

+ But, fhould we allow all the confequences which yéu 
have fuppoied to be true, (which will by no means be 
granted) and {hould we then fuppofe again, that fome 


‘MMagination, more fertile than yours, might fuggeit 


twice as many more, what then ? Are we to mutilate 
?. afide a pofitive inftitution, for fear of confequen- 


§ which are very unlikely ever to take place ? Is our 
dience to be meafured by our own conveniency, or 
tobe withheld becaufe of fome fuppofed difficulties ? 
Surely not. 

‘§ Pofitive inftitutions require our implicit obedience to 
the fovereign will of Him who inftituted them, without 
@iizning any reafons for their fitnefs, or making a pro- 


"wilo in cafe of fuppofed difficulties, ‘They are well dif- 


Singuifhed from moral precepts, by a late learned writer. 
Bais words are as follow : “ Moral precepts, are precepts 
fhe reafon of which we fee ; pofitive precepts, are pre- 
epts the reafon of which we do not fee: Moral du- 
Mes arife out of the nature of the cafe itfelf, prior to ex- 
ternal command ; pofitive duties do not arife out of the 
Mature of the cafe, but from external command ; nor 
mould they be duties at all, were it not for fuch com- 
mand, received from Him whofe creatures and {fubjects 
fe are.”* Quy obligations to precepts of this kind, 


Bifhop Butler's Aualogy of Religion, p. 172. 
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are well defcribed by Prefident Edwards ; his wor, 

are—‘ Such precepts are the greateft and moft | 

trial of obedience, becaufe in them the mere authoriy 

and will of the Legiflator is the fole ground of the o 

ligatiom(and nothing in the natures of the things thea 

felves 3) and therefore they are the greateft trial of a 

perfon’s refpect to that authority and will.”* 

Had the excellent Mr. Edwards viewed pofitive iy 

ftitutions in the fame indifferent light which youd 

it is not probable he would have written after this ma 

ner ; but perhaps he had never thought of your happ 

fuccedaneum, ‘ fncerity,’ which, like the ancient phild 

opher’s ftone, can turn all our external omitlions of pol 

tive duties into real acts of obedience. a4 
I conclude it will not be denied, that profe/fed beliewn 

are proper fubjeéts of baptifm : but the quettion befor 

us is, Whether they are the on/y proper fubjeds . 
When I ufe the term proper, I mean not, what is b 

come fo by tradition ; but what is agreeable to theis 

ftitution, as recorded in the facred hiftory of baptifn 

‘That-no other inftances are recorded you implicitly 

knowledge, when you fay, ‘I would query, whetle 
the evidence that believers were baptized, is any en 
dence that infants were not alfo baptized ?’ ‘This quer 
in the firft imftance, grants, that there is evidence thi 
believers were baptized. Secondly, it afks, ‘ Wheth 


It will be granted that it is not pofitive evidence tht 
they ‘were not ; nor is it, that they were not anoint 


‘ {cripture. is flent.’ But_it is circumftantial eviden 
that they were not: for, that the facred hiftoriat 


volume of inf; piration was clofed, and never once mé 
tioning a fingle inftance of an infant, muft look like! 


Difcourfes on Important Subjeds, p. 68. 


that is any evidence that infants were not alfo baptized’ . 


with the holy chrifim, or fened with the fign of the croy 
or twenty other things done to them of which! 


when recording the many inftances of the baptifm™ 
_ Relievers for the fpace of near fixty years, until th 


defign, againit infant baptifm, provided it was then! 
practice. It is not eafy to account for their neglestin 
to vecerd a faé?, on which {fo much depended, as the 


ot 
4 
| 


Believers the only appointed of Bapitijm. 65 


tere peace, and order of the church of Chrift. Nor 


OP Modes it appear to usa fufficient apology for an omiffion 


f interefting to fay, that the right of infants was fo 
Well eftablithed under the Jewith difpenfation, that it 
Was unneceflary that any exprefs mention fhould be 
made of it inthe New Teftament ; unlefs baptifm is to 
be confidered as a Jewifh rite, rather than a Chriftian 
Witution. For, under the gofpel difpenfation, the 
pric{hood being changed, there is made of neceffity a change 
alfo of the law, with refpect to pofitive inftitutions. 
® In order to bring this head to a clofe, you will per- 
mit me to inquire, Whether Pedobaptifts in general 
do not require, in all unbaptized adults, a perfonal pro- 
Heflion of faith, in order to their being admitted to the 


Serdinance of baptifm ? ‘That they do, will appear from 


their own teftimony: “ Baptifim is not to be adminif- 
tered to any that are out of the vifible church, until 
they profeis their faith in Chrift, and! obedience to 
him,”* | 

® Shall I add to this another, from a late advocate for 
iifant baptifm, who has complained much of the Bap- 
tifts for their “ afiuming” language, in calling the bap- 
fim adminiftered by them, by way of diftinétion, « Be- 
fitvers’ Baptifm.” “ Whereas, (faith he) there is no 
Other baptifm adminiftered in our churches but the 
baptifm of believers, or thofe who are accounted fuch, 
€ither upon their perfonal profeflion, or in the repyte 
of the church, and God’s gracious acceptation. As to 


@dult perfons unbaptized, they are no otherwife admit-. 


#ed to baptifm among us, it is known, than upon a per= 
fonal profeffion of faith.” 

© This gentleman, from the general manner of his ex- 
preflions, muft be underftood to'reprefent: the whole 
@enomination ; and evidently carries the matter quite 
@s far as we do. If a profeffion of faith be the only terms 
n which you admit adults to baptifm ; if, after this, 
they fhould prove their profeffion to be falfe, you are 
@ much obliged to baptize them ‘/i/ty times,’ in order 


* Affembly of Divines’ Catechifm. 
. 4 Clark’s Defence of Infant baptifm, p. 2 
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to be confiftent upon your fentiments, as we are upop) 
ours. ‘The ftrongeft terms you have quoted from mi _ | 
are, “© That none are proper fubjects of baptiim by | 
profeffed believers.” We have juft heard, that there; 
‘no other baptifm adminiftered in your churches, by 
the baptifm of believers :’ nor will it relieve the ma. 
ter for any to fay that itis added, “ or thofe who an, 
accounted fuch upon their perfonal profeffion.” ‘This 
is all that we contend for as anfwering the rule : fer 
we do not pretend abfolutely to know, that thofe whon 
we baptize are real believers, only we account them-fuch 
upon their perfonal profeflion. Nor can it be confide. 
ed as an exception, what is further added, ‘That they 
are believers “ in the repute of the church :” for m 
church could confiftently repute a perfon to bea be 
liever, without rational evidence that he was fuch. But 
the laft expreffion feems to carry the matter to ade 
gree of certainty ; ‘hat they are believers in ‘ Gods 
pone acceptation :” for although perfons may pro 
els, and churches may account them to be believers; 
yet certainly God, as he cannot be deceived, will not 
accept any as fuch, but thofe who are fo in reality. 

We will next take notice of that very fcriptural a 
count given by Dr, Hopkins. When defcribing the 
fubjects of baptifm, he fays, “The proper fubjecis ol 
baptifim, if adult, are thofe who, by profeflion and 
appearance, are believers in Chrift and true friends to 
him. None but they who are really fuch, do in heat 
put on Chri: ‘They mutt therefore be really holy, in 
_rder to put on this vifiblity and profeflion of it, with 
_ © propriety and truth, which they do in baptifim : foril 
they be not really fuch, they are utterly unqualified in 
the fight of God, to be admitted to baptifm, .as it is, 0 
their part, only a piece of hypocrify. ‘Cherefore nom 
are to be admitted to this ordinance, but thofe who, 
the view of the church, appear to be true friends td 

it or believers in him, and really holy, and are juftly 
contidered by them as fuch, who can judge only by 
Outward appearance, and cannot certainly know tht” 


| 
a 


Believers the only appointed Subjects of Baptijm. 67 


1p On That none but fuch, who ere thus vifibly, and in 
‘MS @he charitable judgment of the church, and of thofe 
“Who adminifter this ordinance, believers in Chrift and 
Really holy, are the proper fubjects of this ordinance, 
and to be admitted to baptifm, ts abundantly evident from 

Ma, feripture, as well as from the nature of the tranfaction, 
itt, gmd the reafon of things. The apoftles, when they 
this) “Girft began to adminifter Chriftian baptifm, and form a 
for” “@hurch, baptized none but fuch who gladly received the 
10m = @gord. When the eunuch defired to be baptized, Philip 
uch aid, If thou believef? with all thine heart, thou mayeft. 
Jer. his implies that he was not qualified for baptifm, or a 
hey «=: Bt fubject of that ordinance, unlefs he were a true be- 
nm  Mever in Chrift: and that he could not baptize him, 
be  @nlefs he profeffed and appeared to be fuch a believer. 
But lence all who were baptized, and formed into churches, 
de “Were confidered and addrefied by the apoftles, in their 
d's wea Metters to them, as faints or holy perfons, believers in 
hrift, and friends to him; as thofe who were faved, 
5; and heirs of eternal life 5 or, which is the fame, as real 
not  Shriftians; of which every one muft be fenfible, who 

Beads the Acts of the apoftles, and their epiitles.”* 
Bhefe are words fitly fpoken, and are like apples of gold, in 
pictures of filver. 

* If indeed it be evident from fcripture, and in the 
@haritable judgment of the church, « That none but 
fuch, who are thus vifibly believers in Chrift and really 
holy are the proper fubjects of this ordinance, and to be 
yadmitted to baptifm,” as has juft been afferted ; and, 
mthat the apoftles, when they firft began to adminifter 
Chriftian baptifm, and form a church, baptized none 

Mbut fuch who gladly received the word, we can but wonder 
Wthat a body of Chriftians who profefs to take the Worp 
,or Gop, as their only rule of faith and praétice, fhould 
»blame us for fo nearly imitating thofe firft builders of 
sthe Chriftian church | For had the gentleman but now 
Hquoted, been giving a narrative of the /entiments and 
| praétice of the Baptift churches at the prefent day, he 
- could not have given an account diffimilar, without con- 
tradicting fober fact. If it fhould be objeéted to what 


* Syhem of Divinity, Part II, Chap. v. p. 305, 306. 
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has now been faid, that the preceding is.only an account 
of the true qualifications of adults, it will be readily 
granted, and at thé fame time afferted, that the Bible 
knows but of one kind of qualifications in candidates for 
baptifm ; it knows nothing of Aigher and /ower, of po/- 
tive and negative qualifications. 


«‘ Neither the forerunner, nor the apoftles of Chrift °— 


have faid any thing on which fuch a diftinction can be 
founded ; as they infifted on repentance and faith as 
neceflary in order to acceptance with God, and remif- 
fion of fins, fo they infifted upon the profefion of them, 
in order to their being admitted into the wi/d/e king- 
dom or church of Chrift. They baptized none, but 
upon this ground. Thofe who appeared, to a judgment 
of charity, to have thefe qualifications, they admitted to 
baptifm, and thofe only.” ‘ In a word, from the whole 
tenor of the New Teftament, it is plain, that nothing 
lefs or lower than a profeffion of faith and true repent- 
ance was required in order to a perfon’s enjoying the 
_ privilege of baptifm.” And “the diftinétion of digher 
and /ower qualifications for the two ordinances, and the 
notion of negative evidences being a fufficient qualifica- 
tion for bapig/m, was never learnt from the New Tefta- 
ment, but is, doubtlefs, of human invention.”* 

Evidence of thigykind might be multiplied, but it is 
hoped that what has been offered will give full fatisfac- 
tion. We hope we fhall not be thought obftinate if 
we fhould ftill fay, That we think the fcripture abund- 
antly juftifies the obfervation, That profelfed believers are 
the only proper fubjetts of baptifm. If you fhould repeat 
your former query, * Whether that is any evidence that 
infants were not alfo baptized ?’* you will not think the 
requeft unreafonable, if we fhould call on you to make 
out {cripture proof, that ever one infant was baptized, by 
Chrift or his apoftles. Should you. afért it without 
proof, it will be thought a fufficient anfwer to deny it 
without. 

' We thould now be prepared, ina direct way, to treat. 
upon the Mode of baptifm, were it not for an objeétion 
you have made againft St. John’s baptifin, which it may: 
be neceflary firft to confider. 


* Dr. Robbins’s Reply to Mr. Cotton’s Effuys, p: 6, 7. 
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SECTION Iii. 


Whether Jouin’s Baptifm belonged to the Fewifh or Chrifm 
tian Di/penfation, particularly confidered. 


» OU afk (p. 10) «By what authority do you 
make immerfion effential to the ordinance of baptifm, 
in contradiftinction to other modes and circumftances ?” 
I anfwer, By the eushority of God’s word, and the con- 
fefled meaning of the Greek verb (daptizo,) to baptize. 

You have endeavoured to evade part of the feripture 
evidence in favour of immerfion, by fuggefting that the 
baptifm adminiftered by John was not Chri/ian bap- 
tim. Your objections are the following. You fay, 
¢ We have no reafon to fuppofe that Jolin bapiized in 
all refpects agreeably to the Chriftian mode of baptifin ? 
But why not? Becaufe, ¢ it is pretty evident, that he 
did not baptize in the name of the Trinity? But fup- 
pofe, Sir, he had baptized in the name of Shadrach, 
Mefbach, and Abednego, it would afford no argument in 
favour of a different mode, or any reafon to fuppofe that 
the af of baptizing was not the fame. John and the 

tles baptized among the fame people ; hence ‘it is 
moft likely they underftood the word in the fame fenfe. 
In fupport of your obfervation, you mention the inftance 
$n the nineteenth chapter of A&ts. From which you 
infer, that the twelve difciples would certainly have 
heard of the Holy Ghoft, and would not have been 
again baptized, had John’s baptifm and the Chriftian in- 
ftitution been the fame. 

It appears evident shat the queftion did not refpe& 
the ordinary influences, or name of the Holy Ghoft : for, 
they could not be believers without the former, nor 
John’s difciples without having heard of the /ater. 
John exprefsly declared, at the time of his baptizing, 
That One fhould come after him mightier thamhe, who 
fhould baptize with the Hoty Guosr and fre, This 
was the fubject of Paul’s and had reference 
only to the miraculous gifts of the Holy Spirit, the be- 
ftowment of which they had not yet beard. But, you 
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afk, ‘ Why were thefe difciples again baptized ?’ I fhall 
not undertake to tell why, nor do I believe that they 
were. I fee nothing in the reading which requires this 
conftruction : for the paflage before us appears not to 
be Luke’s account of Paul, but Paul’s account of John’s 
doétrine and baptifm. For it is written, Zhen faid Paul, 
Fobn verily baptized with the baptifm of repentance, faying 


unto the people, that they fbould believe on him who foould : 
come after him, that is, on Chrift Fefus. When they heard §& | 
this, (that is, the people whom John taught) they were ‘ t 
baptized (by John) in the name of the Lord Fefus. This FF 
concludes Paul’s account of John. The hiftorianthen § 1 


takes notice of Paul’s condutt, that when he had laid his 
hands upon them, the Holy Ghoft came on them ; and they 5 
Jpake with tongues, and prophefied. 

You feem to think that thefe difciples were re-bap- 
tized by Paul in the Chriftian mode ; bue did you ob- 
ferve, Sir, that the Ho/y Ghof is not mentioned in the 
form of adminiftration here recorded ? It is only faid, 
They were baptized in the name of the Lord Fejus. 

That the reader may not confider us to be partial in 
the explanation now given, I would obferve that 
many eminent Pzedobaptifts have underftood it in the 
fame light which we do. i fhall mention but two or 
three, as fufficient to my prefent purpofe. Dr. Rob- 
bins, when {peaking of John’s baptifin, has the follow- 
ing remark upon this paflage; “ When they heard 
this, they were baptized IN THE NAME OF THE LorD 
Jesus ; that is, they were baptized by John himfelf.”* 

In perfect agreement with this are the fentiments of 
Mr. Poole. « When they heard this, they were baptized 
in the name g the Lord Fefus ; that is, the difciples, or 
thofe that John preached to, who, when they heard 
what the Baptift faid in the foregoing verfe, were bap- 
tized.” * As for Paul’s impofing his hands upon them 
‘who are faid to be baptized, it might very well be: 
That the twelve difciples might have been baptized by 
John, and now receive the Holy Ghoft in thefe extra- 
ordinary gifts by the laying on of the hands of St. 
Paul : For to what end fhouid thefe difciples, who had 
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been baptized with St. John’s baptifm, be again bap- 
tized by Paul ?” He further adds, * It is evident that 
the apoftles themfelves were only baptized with the 
baptifm of John, for there were none elfe to baptize 
them.”* 

As in the mouth of two or three witnefles every 
word fhall be eftablifhed, I will only add the opinion of 
Calvin. Speaking of thefe twelve difciples, he faith, 
«‘ Whereas therefore they anfwer that they know not 
whether there be any Holy Ghoft, it is to be under- 
ftood as if they had faid, they have not yet heard 
whether the graces of the Spirit, of which Paul afked 
them, were given to the difciples of Chrift. But I 
grant that that was the true baptifm of John’s, and all 
one and the felf-fame with the baptifm of Chrift ; but 
I deny that they were baptized again.” And in anoth- 
er place he faith, “* Whereby alfo it is made moft cer- 
tain, that the miniftry of John was altogether the fame 
which was afterwards committed to the apoftles. For 
the different hands wherewith it was adminiftered, make 
not the baptifm different ; but, the fame dottrine fhow- 
eth it to be the fame baptifm. John and the ,apoftles 
agree in one doctrine ; both baptized into repentance, 
both into the forgivenefs of fins, both into the name of 
Chrift.”+ 

Should it ftill be infifted upon, that they were re- 
baptized by Paul, it will by no means help your argu- 
ment, unlefs proved, that they were /prink/ed, or had 
water poured on them, in{ftead of being immerfed. To 
allow that they were re-baptized, will ftill be in our fa- 
vour, and vindicate our conduct in baptizing thofe who 
have not been baptized according to the Chriftian 
mode. 

In concluding your remarks upon this head, you fay, 
‘John’s baptifm was both begun and ended under the 
Jewith difpenfation.’ But, may I not inquire by what 
authority you affert this ? Was there any thing in the 
manner of John’s miniftry, which refembled a Jewith 


* Vid. Pol. in loc. | 
¢ Inftitut, Chrift. Relig. Lib. IV. Chap. xv. § 18, 7. 
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required John to baptize repenting finners in Jordan ? 
If fo, you will oblige us in making it appear. 

» If John’s baptifm belonged to the Jewifh difpenfa. 
tion, why were the chief priefts and elders fo furprifing- 
ly-ignorant of it, that when Chrift afked them, Whether 
it were from heaven or of men, they faid, We cannot tell ?* 
You will pleafe to obferve, that the perfons to whom 
Chrift put this queftion, were not the ignorant multi- 
tude, but the chief prices and elders, and it had particu- 
lar reference to the authority by which John baptized ; 


known it, and it would have been much to their advan- 
tage in this pinching cafe to have owned it. 

But, Sir, when you fay, ‘ John’s miniftry was under 
the Jewith difpenfation,’ you evidently mean, that he 
belonged to it. If fo, he muft have been inaugurated 
according to their ritual, or otherwife be confidered as 
an impoftor. But do the facred pages any where teach 
us to believe, that John ever paffed under thofe con/e- 
‘erating ceremonies, or was ever clad with a prieftly vett- 
ment ‘ Or, do you confider him only as a prophet of 
that difpenfation ? If John belonged to the Old Tefta- 
ment difpenfation,, why did not the tranflators place 
him with the Jewifh prophets ? By finding him in the 
New, the ‘ ignorant and inattentive’ will be apt to fup- 
pofe he belongs to this difpenfation. 

But, is it not abundantly evident, that the Jewifh cler- 
gy confidered John as introducing a new difpenfation ? 
‘That this was the cafe, and that the matter may 
a fair li us confider what is written, John i 
9—25. Lhe Jews fent priefs and Levites from Ferufa- 
lem to afk bim, (John) Who theu ? “tad 
and demed not ; butconfeffed, I am mot the Chrif, And 
they qfked him, What then ? Art thou Elias? And be faith; 
Lam not Art thou that prophet? (ora prophet?) And 


* Matt. xxi. a5, 


+ It may be obferved, that the Jews were thought to have imbibed 
the Pythagorean comer which taught the doctrine of tranfmigt- 
tion 5 therefore, when they afked John whether he was Elias, theif 
meaning Waethis, whether the foul: of Elias: were not mow come is 


which, if received ftom, them, they muft certainly have | 


prief ? Or was there any thing in the Jewifh ritua/ thar 
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be anfwered, No. Then-faid they unto him, W ho art thou ? 


He faid, I am the voice of one crying in the wilderne/s, make 


fraight the way of the Lord, as faith the prophet Lfaiat. 


And they afked him, Why baptizeft thou then, if thou be mat 
that Chrift, nor Elias, neither that prophet ? ; 

Thefe inquiries, made by the Jewith clergy refpecting 
Fobn’s baptifm, abundantly manifeft two things: 1. ‘That 
they were totally ignorant of John’s being a manifter of 
their difpenfation. 2. That they expected, when either 
Elias or Chriit came, they would introduce a new {tate 
of things. 

Now as John had come baptizing with water, in a 
way different from all the requirements of the ceremo- | 
nial law, and by an authority unknown to them, they 
reafonably concluded that he muit be ove or the other of 
thofe perfons they were looking for. 

I with to add two paflages of {cripture, as fully con- 
firming the above obfervations, ‘lhe firft is Luke xvi. 
16. Lhe law and the prophets were until Fohn : fince that 
time the kingdom of God is preached and every man preffith 
intoit. ‘Chis obfervation made by Chrift, cannot rea- 
fonably be referred to John’s birth or death ; but evi- 
dently refpects the beginning of his miniftry : for then 
he began to preach the kingdom of God, and to pro- 
claim the advent of the Saviour ; and men in multi- 
tudes flocked to this new difpenfation, called the king- 
dom of God. The other paflage is, Mark i. 1—4, 
THE BEGINNING OF THE GOSPEL oF Jesus CurisT the 
Son of Gad: As it is written in the prophets, Behold, I fend 
my mieffenger before thy face, which fhall prepare thy way 
before thee. The woice of one crying in the wilderne/s, Pres 
pare ye the way the Lord, make his paths fraight. 
did baptize in the wildernefs, and preach the boptifm of ree 
pentance for the remiffion of fins. 

Thus, Sir, the Evangelift here calls John’s miniftry 
The beginning of the gofpel of Fefus Chrif. But you ins 
form your readers, that it was under, or belonged to 
the Jewith difpenfation. It will now be left to the im- 


another body ? To which John aufwered no. Put Chrift told his 
difciples that Elias bad al:cady come, not in,the Jewiih, but in a true 
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partial to judge, whether, for the fake of fupporting 
a particular hypothefis, you have not erred from the 
atruth. And although you conclude that every ‘ candid 
Mquirer’ mult view the matter in the fame light which 
yourdo, it is very poflible that fome who are entitled to 
that charaéter, may differ from you. | 

But, Sir, you have left your readers ftill under one Ff 
difficulty refpecting the matter. As you deny that ff 
John’s minifiry belonged to the Chriftian difpenfation, 
you have not informed them when that begun. From 
the analogy of your reafoning, we muft fuppofe you be- 
gin it at the death of Chrift. 

You will now permit me to inquire, whether the 
baptifm adminiftered by the apoftles of Chrift before 
his death was Jewifh baptifm ? Or, which difpenfation 
it belonged to? Or, whether to neither ? It is faid, 
John iii. 22—24, After thefe things came Fejus and bis 
difciples into the land of Judea ; and there be tarried with 
them, and baptized. And Fobn alfo was baptizing in Enon, 
near to Salim, becaufe there was much water there: For 
Fobhn was not yet caf? into prifon. The Pharifees alfo 
enna that ‘Fefus made and baptized more difciples than 

ohn, (though Fefus bimfelf baptized not, but bis difciples.) 

his baptifm was cotemporary with John’s, ae un- 
doubtedly under the fame difpenfation. 

But will Chriftians in general be willing to allow, 
that both Jefus and John were minifters of the legal dif- 
penfation ? And that the ordinances inftituted, and ad- 
miniftered by them, belonged to that difpenfation ? I 
faid ordinances ; for, if baptifm is to be confidered in 
this light, undoubtedly the facred Supper is to be view- 
ed upon the fame footing ; for, this was inftituted and 
adminiftered by Chrift before his death, and never ine 
ftituted by’ him afterwards. 

As Chrift was the fame divine perfonbefore his death, 
that he was after he arofe, it was by his appointment 
and authority, that his difciples were fent to teach and 
baptize. They did not reccive their commifiion from 
the chief priefts, but from Jefus. And John’s preach- 
ing and baptifin were as independent of the Jewith dif- 
peir‘ation as that of the difciples of Chrift, 
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The authority by which John the Baptift akted, both 
in preaching and baptizing, is exprefsly declared by the 
Evangelift John, chap. i. verfe G. There was a man Jet) 
from God, whofe name was Fobn. The fame came for a 
witneft, 8. What St. Paul faid of his commiffion to 
preach, with a little variation may be faid of John’s : 
For he neither received it of man, neither was he taught it, 
q but by the revelation of Fefus Chrift. Neither went he up 
4 to Ferufalem, to them which were in the prif?s office before 
him ;* but he went into the wildernefs of Judea, and 
entered upon the work he was appointed unto, by him 
who fent him to baptize with water.+ 

The Jewith rulers knew nothing of John’s baptifm as 
belonging to their difpenfation ; you know nothing of 
its belonging to the Chriftian ; and perhaps it might 
puzzle you both, to determine whether it was frov 
beaven or of men ! / 

Upon the whole, if the baptifm adminiftered by John 
as the beginning of the gefpel of and that 
which was adminiftered by the difciples of Chrift, by 
his authority, and in his prefence, were not + pew 
baptifm, we know of none which is deferying of the 
name. + 

I have been more particular upon this point, becaufe 
modern writers lay fo much ftrefs upon it. But it re- 
ally appears, that to confider John’s miniftry as a part 
of the Jewifh difpenfation, is both unfcriptural, and 
prejudicial to the cau/e of religion. | 

Finally, thould it even be fuppofed, that there could 
be a diitinétion made between the baptifm of John’ 
and the Chriftian inftitution, refpeéting the form of 
words ufed in the adminiftration, it would by no means 
affect the cafe before us. For you will pleafe to re- 
member that the difpute is not about the form of words ; 
but the aé of baptizing. Hence if Mahomet had writ- 
ten his Koran in Greek, and had ordered his difciples to 
be baptized in his name ; and had expreffed the aét by 
the fame Greek verb by which Chriftian baptjfm is ex- 
prefied ; fhould we not reafonably conclude that they 
baptized in the fame mode which Chriftians did, not-— 


— 


* Gal. i, £1, 27. + John i. 23. 
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with{tanding the difference of faith and names into which 
they were baptized ? Let candour judge, and I will 
Wabide the decifion. 
Therefore, until you, or fome other perfon, fhall 
prove that John’s miniftry belonged to the Jéwith dif- 
peniation, we thall confide in the judgment of the Evan- 
gelift, that it was the beginning of the gofpel difpenfation. 
| And confequently the manner of John’s baptizing may 
a be confiftently urged to eftablifh the mode of Chriftian 


SECTION 


, The Mode of Baptifin, and its Connexion with the Subjef 
in Di/pute/ particularly confidered. 


Baptism, like man in his primeval ftate, when 
it firft came out of the hand of its inftitutor, was pure. 
But it has been bafely contaminated, and perverted from 
its original defign, to very different purpofes. It is no 
longer dependent on original inftitution ; but can de- 
eomeé all things to all men, as circumftances may require. 

lt is evident, Sir, that you and I differ, both in opin- 
ion and practice, refpeéting the mode of baptifin. IT have 
ventured to fay in my other Piece, that “ baptifm is to 
be adminiftered only in one mode,” and that “ immer- 
fion is eflential to the ordinance.” You have given 
tas your opinion, (p. 10) * That the efence of baptifm 
does not confift in amy one particular mode whatever ;' 
and that ¢it may be acceptably performed cither by 


following page you add, «It may be ferupled whether 
you, or any other man, can afcertain precifely the apof- 
tohc mode of baptifin.’ If this be indeed the cafe, 
then we may undoubtedly do as the children of Ifrael 
did when they had Ho king, every man what is right in 


Sprinkling, by pouring on water, or by immerficn’ In the. 
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baptiim. 
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But, whether the fubject be involved in {9 much un- 
certainty as you fuggeft, is worthy of fericus inquiry. 
We cannot fuppofe you to be confident with regard toy 
your own mode, nor that you will attempt to prove it 


to be apoftolic ; unlefs you mean to emphafize the 


adverb ‘ precifely,’ and tnclude in it all thofe trival cir- 
cumftances you have mentioned (p. 10.): Such as, 
whether ‘ the fubjeéts were put into the water backward 
or forward, or what length of time they kept them 
under water, or at what time they called the name of 
the Trinity overthem,’ &c. But fuppofing it thould be 
dithcult to determine upon fome of the circumftances 
you have mentioned, and we fhould poffibly miftake 
one or more of them, would auy reafonable perfon con- 
clude, that fuch an omiffion would affe&t the validity of 
the ordinance, as much as to change it from immerfion 
to /prinkling ? 

But, Sir, you fay the ¢ efence of baptifm does not con- 
fift in any one particular mode whatever.’ What you 
mean by e/ence’ without, or independent of :mode, or 
of any particular mode, appears unintelligible. For, 
if the efence of baptifm can exift without the infituted 
mode, it can undoubtedly in any mode, or without any. 
But by what chymical art you extract the efince of bap- 
tifm fromthe mode, you have not yet told us. | We can- 
not fuppofe by ¢fence, that you mean the Ao/y. defres or 
gracious difpofiticns of the fubjeéts of baptifin ; for, from 
the infant condition of the greater part of thofe whom 
you baptize, it is prefumed there can be no evidence 
of their being poffeffed of fuch holy tempers. If by 
the effence of baptifm, you mean the form of words ufed 
in the adminiftration of it, then undoubtedly that muft 
be confidered valid where the due form of words is 
ufed, although warer be wholly left out ; which if we 
may credit hiftory, has been the cafe in feyeral in- 

In the dark ages of fuperftition, when new-born in- 
fants dying unbaptized were doomed to eternal death, a 
pric? was obliged to attend at the call of a midwife 5 
and fometimes, when the infant was likely immediate- 
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they. not having water prepared, made ue 


Wine.” 
inftance. is mentioned by ‘Nicephorus, Greek: 
of the 14th century, of a certain Jew, who, 
in. company saith Chrifgians, and, 
bemig ta Henly, feized. with a dangerous illnelsy ear- 
Heitly dens bepeiin atthe hands.of his fellow travel- 
not haVing. a.prieft in thei company, and 
heing deftitute of water, were at frit relugtant 5. but he. 
conjuring them not to deny him.the fayour, they, yield-. 
fe to. his. requeit... On whichy taking .of his clothes;, 
they {prinkl hint. thriee with faud, inftead of water 
ing that they optized Aim in,the name of the Father, 
and fo on.”+ The fame. author informs, as, both from. 
Deylingius and Seckendorf, that.a little. before the. 
retetmation, there were, in Upper Saxony,.and in fome, 
othér places, thofe who taught and practifed baptifm, 
fickly new-born infants, with, only ufing the bap- 
sina form of words, without the application of water, 
form whatever! “To paprizz, by-{prinkling 
rops of waters fo. by {prinkling of /and 
any water ; to BaPTizE, by merely pronouncing 
aform.of words; what ap ynprovement the inftie 
tution of. Chrift | 
che twelfth century,a council in Ireland.ondain- 
ed, that-children thould be-baptized in pure water by 
trine» immerfion ; but, as,a.hiftory, of facts. cannot be 
lected from, mere. jaws, it.may -be ebferved, that 
me,of the. Irith, baptized by. their .chil- 
INtO. milky, and. were fuperititious, enough to, image 
part fo, plunged., became; invulnerable.”§: 


Onto inftances of this. kind, but. 
fufhicient. to dhow, the abfurdity of 
ing the of m,a.mere form.of werds. 


not. attempt, or even with to dic- 


Pedobaptift brethren with regard to; their 
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Godalphia's Repertorium, in Robinfon's Hitory. 
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pradtice yet we claimit asaprivilege, 


to judge for out 
igives,what ts eflential. Chriftians in different periods: 
have,had their different o 
the beginning of the third century, and Agrippinus; aim 
Cyprian.after him, with masiy more, thofe 
who same to them, not merely becaufe they had Beem 
baptized by heretics, (adthey were pleaiéd to calb 
them) but becaufe they! lacked: what they comfideted 
efential. ta the, erdinance> for they “ confalered the 
probity and good faith of the baptiged the very 
Of baptifur; and-if a profeffor of Chrittianity. 
were an unholy man, his: baptifm hke 
his profefiion, vain and. itvalicd, and himéelf not aweak 

‘khe Counell off Nites: imate 40h: century, 
eonfider the of, baptifra as confifting in the form 
of word ufed in the admaiiftration ; and accordingly, 
directed, that, fuch as came te them from the Paw:ianifts, 


of it. ‘Pertubliam im... 


both men. and. women, {hould, be re-baptized, becaufe 


the ordinance had not been adminiftered in the ame 
of the, witile they 
wath, only laying on of hands. . eb vio 
in the virtue or competency of the adminiftra- 
tor 5. and confequently,te-baptized thofe who had every 
other requifte of baptilm, enly a corrupt adminiftrator.. 


Greeks place the-efonce'of, in dipping in, 


Water; and had a perion {prinkled ever fo: decent- 
ly, in. any; period of lifes) they would not therefore think 
him, baptiaed 5 becaufle, in their is. 


ws 


. Lhe Baput churches im ond: 
Britain, Poland, ..Lithuaniay. end, many 
more, all hold.that immerfign:in water, and a.perfonal- 


fernial to baprifin, omined, would: 
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edly invalidate the ordinance in your view, at leaft . 
this is the cafe with us. And why we fhould think 
fome circumftances effential to baptifm which you do 
not, will more fully appear in the fequel. 

Many writers on your fide of the queftion, have en- 
deavoured to prove Chriftian baptifm to have had its 
origin in the wafhing of Jewith profelytes ; which may 
reafonably be confidered as a Jewifh fab/e, unknown in 
the ritual of Mo/es, or any part of the Old Teftament. 
A practice not to be found in the writings of Jofephus 
and Philo, thofe two great hiftorians, but is principally 
taken from writers of a much later date, and particular- 
ly from the Yad Chazaka of Maimonides.* 

It is worthy of. obfervation, that the Pzdobaptift 
writers in this controverfy, rarely, if ever, mention the 
baptifm adminiftered by John, unlefs in fome negative 
fenfe, or to anfwer fome arguments drawn from it 
againft their fentiments. But the wafhing of Jewith 
profelyes is frequently mentioned, as an indifputable 
auxiliary to infant baptif{m, by many noted writers on 
that fide.+ 

_ A queftion here naturally fuggefts itfelf tothe mind ; 
Why do Padobaptifts go back to Jewifh tradition, or 
forward to the death of the Saviour, in order to afcer- 
tain the origin of gofpel baptifm, and cautioufly omit 
the firft accounts given of it in the facred hiftory ? 
Perhaps the moft natural anfwer is, becaufe that ap-- 
pears incongruous with their practice. It will require 
a large ftock of art and ingenuity, to perfuade a candid 
inquirer that John baptized any befide adu/ts, or admin- 
iftered the ordinance in any other way than by immer- 
fion. ‘The particular places which he chofe for the 
conveniency of baptizing muft afford a ftrong argu- 
ment in favour of immerfion ; nor can there be a very 
rational account given of his conduct upon any other 
“footing. Had John adminiftered in the — popu- 


-.° A celebrated Jewith writer, who was the head of a famous 
fchool in Egypt, in the beginning of the twelfth century. 


t Dr. Lightfoot, Dr. Wall, Dr. Lathrop of Weft Springfield, and 
wet but fcrupled by the learned Dz. Benfon, and pofitively denied 
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lar mode, I prefume a fingle cafk of water would have 
been fufficient for all he ever baptized !—and in what- 
ever place people had lived, there could have been no 
want of water fufficient to baptize. 

In order to evade the force of this argument, many 
things have been faid. One time we are told, that 


Jordan was fo fhallow that there was not a fufficient | 


depth of water to immerfe, or bury a perfon in ; again, 
that the large quantity of water was necedlary, for the 
people and their beafts to drink ; again, when John 
baptized in Enon becanfe there was much water there, we 
are told that (udatta polla* ) many waters, means many 
little fprings, not fufficient toimmerfe in. Now as to 
the firft of thefe, no perfon who is acquainted with that 


_ ancient geographical account drawn by the pen of infpi- 


ration, can poflibly believe it If any are at a lofs, let 
them obierve, that it was only fordable at particular 
places, as appears by Ehud, Gideon and the Gileadites 
taking thofe pailages.¢ And‘alfo David’s crofling it 
with his family in a ferry-boat.t As tothe fecond ob- 
fervation, if there was much water, it was neceflary to 
«“ f{upply the multitudes that came to John’s baptifm, 
for drink for themfelves, and their horfes and camels 3" 
if John’s preaching had been fuch, that it Kad broken 
up the city of Jerufalem, and collected all the people 
from the region round about, and they had all gathered 
to him in one day, yet itill it would not be true, that 
they needed a river half as large as Jordan to have fupe 
plied them all with drink 5 unlefs they had ‘drank like 
hike Fob’s behemoth !\| Ido not remember ever to have 
heard, that when any large gathering of people has 
been propofed, either for a military review, or for the 
facred purpofe of an ordination, that they have once 
mentioned the propriety of having it near fome large 
river or fountain of water, in order to accommodate the 
people and their horfes for drink ; and yet it is highly 
probable, that upon fome fuch o¢cafion, there: have been 
as many together as ever at one time colleéted round 
the ancient Baptift. 


* til. a3, Judges ii. 28. vii. 24. xii. 6. 2 Sam. xix. 
rs—18. § Clark's defcnep of infant baptifin, p. 496. Job x1. 23. 
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The fact appears to be this, that John’s miniftry con 
tinued for a confiderable time, and that the people from 
time to time went out to hear him, and often we may 
fuppofe he had crowded affemblies. It is faid he 
oe * in the wilderne/s of ‘fudea, but he baptized in 

oruan,. 

Having thus mentioned the places chofen by John, 
we thall next take notice of the place where Philip bap- 
tized the Eunuch, which you fuppofe to be a matter of 
neceffity rather than choice ; be that as it may, the ac- 
count informs us,—they came unto a certain water ; fup- 
pofed by fome to be a fountain in a town called 
Bethfora, or a river called Eleutherus, which in that 
road muft be pafled over.* | 

Jerom defcribes the town of Bethforon, and men- 
tions the fountain in it, in which he faith, “ the Ads 
of the apoftles relate, that the Eunuch of queen Candace 
was baptized here by Philip.+ 

Borchardus is of opinion, that it was * Nehel Efcol, 
that is, The brook of the clufter, from whence the fpies 
carried the grapes. ‘To the left of this valley, for the 
{pace of a mile, runs a river, in which Philip baptized 
oe Eunuch of queen Candace, not far boas Sice- 

ech.”f 

- Thus we have traced John and his candidates, and 
Philip and the Eunuch, to the water fide ; we are now 
prepared to confider the confequent action. It is faid 
of John, that the people who went out to him, were 
baptized of him 1x Fordan.—And Fefus, when he was bap 
tized, went up fraightway OUT OF THE WATER.§ It is 
added by Mark—And it came to pafs in thofe days, that 

efus came Pde Galilee, and was baptized of ‘john im 

ordan, and firaightway COMING UP OU'T OF THE WATER. 

t is {aid of Philip and the Eunuch, they went down both 

INTO THE WATER, both Philip and the Eunuch ; and he 


baptized him ; and when they were come up out of the watery 
he went on his way rejoicing. 


* Poole’s Contin. in loc. 

t De locif Hebraicis, fol. 89. 6. 

¢ Defcript. terre Sané&. c. 9. in Dr. Gill in loc: 
§ Matt. iii, 6, 16. Mark i. 9. 
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Now, Sir, can any perfon compare thefe accounts 
for a moment, and not fee the manifeft agreement in 
the aéfion of John and Philip. Let the rite be per- 
formed in what mode foever, it is evident it was the 
fame in the people whom John baptized, and in the 
Saviour, and inthe Eunuch. You obferve in this laf 
inftance, there is ‘no account of any particular mode 
whatever.’ I muft take the liberty here again to diflent 
from you ; for, I conclude it isa very particular ac- 
count of the mode of plunging. Were you to be in- 
formed by a perfon of your acquaintance, that he faw a 
minifter who was a ftranger to him, go down into the 
water with a candidate, and that he baptized him, and > 
that they came up out of the water, I am_ perfuaded, 
without hefitation, you would conclude that they were 
Baptifts ; and the account here given would decide the 
point in your mind, and perhaps in any other perfon’s, 
in what moje the ordinance was adminiftered. Again, 
if inftead of faying they went down both into the water, 
it had been faid that the candidate afcended, or was 
carried up the pulpit ftairs, (which is now the cuftom 
in many places) it would afford a {trong prefumption in 
favour of affufion. 

You obferve the inftance abovementioned is the only 
one, ‘ recorded in fcripture, of going to a river, pond, 
pool, or brook, to baptize with Chriftian baptifimn.’ Sir, 
you will pleafe alfo to obferve, that this is the only tn« 


> 


the af of baptizing is defcribed ; and here it evidently 
defcribes immerfion. 

But. you fay, ‘ lf we admit, according to our tranfla- 
tion; that they both of them went down ia/o the 
water, this is no evidence that eitlier of them were 
plunged all under water. You will not fuppofe, that 
this text is a proof that Philip went all under water. 

; If going into the water proves immerfion, 
it proves that doth were immerfed ; for they went down 
both intothe water.’ ‘To fome of your readers, this 
criticifm does not appear in the moft logical light ; for 
no perfon ever fuppofed, that for Philip and the Eunuch 
to go into the water up to the faves or /oins would be 
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to unmerfe either ; but when they had got into the 
water, there was evidently fomething done to one, that 
was not done tothe other ; 1. e. Philip baptized or immer 
fedthe Eunuch; but 4e did notbaptize Philip. Therefore, 
for the fake of immerfing the Eunuch, they went both 
imto the water, as that could not be confiftently per. 
formed without. In this light their going into the water 
will appear rational ; but in every other viéw, totally 
inconfiftent. Had the object been only to /prinkle the 
Eunuch, this could have been performed at the water 
fide, without going down into it ; yea, probably it 
might have been done decently in the chariot ; for'it 
is moft reafonable to fuppofe, that a perion of his dif- 
tinction and equipage would not travel that defert coun. 
try, without fome veflels to obtain and convey water, 
when he came to it; unlefs he meant to ferve himfelf 
in the way that Gideon’s men did. | 

Upon the whole, does it not appear to be the moft 
eafy and natural conftruction of the paflage, to fuppofe 
the baptifm of the Eunuch to be an immerfion ? I might 
here, if necedilary, produce a cloud of witnefles from 
Pedoaptift expofitors, full to my purpofe ; but I omit 
them forthe prefent. And although I would not ad- 
drefs you in that full ftrais of affurance, which the great 
apoftie did king Agrtppa, yet I may modeftly inquire 
Kelieveft thou not thefe things thyfelf ? yea, I deubt not bul 
thou believeft. 

Youtake notice of this as a fingle inftance, in which 
Chriftian baptifm has the appearance of immerfion 
But, Sir, would you think it reafonable, that in every 
inftance where it is faid that perfons were baptized, 
that all the circumftances relating to the a&, fhould be 
particularly defcribed ? Surely you could not. You 
might as reafonably fuppofe, that where. cireumcifion is 
mentioned, and the ed not formally defcribed, that it 
was performed upon.a different part, or in a different 
way from what the in{titutien pointed out, as, that bap- 
tifm was adminiftered ina different mode from the {peci- 
mens given of it. 

be profitable hereto reflect upon the fubject a 
~ momenty and put a few circumftances together, which 
may afford fome light in the prefent cafe. 
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When John, that bright morning ftar, appeared, to 
give knowledge of falvation, he came -to prepare the 
way, and proclaim the approach of the Sun of right- 
eoufnefs. In order to this, he came preaching repent- 
ance for the remiffion of fins, and baptizing with (or 
in*) water. ‘The manner in which John baptized is fo 
particularly defcribed, that very:few Chriftians, of any 


denomination, have doubted its being by immerfion, 


This was the beginning of the inftitution ; therefore it 
was proper to defcribe it. ‘The act was performed in 
Jordan. But, as the Baptift had informed t&e people, 
that there would one come after him mightier than he, 
who fhould baptize with the Holy Ghoft and fire: 
therefore, to avoid the danger of a miftake which might 


poflibly be made from this, in fuppofing that Chrifts- 


when he came, would introduce a diiterent smode of bap- 
tifm from what John praétifed, we are expreifsly told, 
not only that he was. baptized by John, but that it was 
adminiftered in the fame way to him, as to the people. 
He, allo, was baptized in Jordan, and came up firaighiway 
gut of it. | 


After Jefus had paffed in triumph through the dark. 


domains of death, he came:to his difciples vefted with 


all.power in heaven and earth, and, enlarging their | 


commiffion, fent them to preach to Gentiles, as well 
as Jews ; with an exprefs command, to baptize: in the 
name of the triune God. Now, leit we fhould look for 
fome alteration in the mode of baptifm, it is again ex- 
enrplified, and here we fee it to be the fame as before ; 
Philip and ‘the. candidate go down into the water, he 
is baptized, and they come up again out of it. Thus 
we fee the baptifm adminiftered by John, in the be- 
ginning of the Chriftian difpenfation, before Chrift be- 
gan his perfonal miniftry; and that adminiftered to 
Chrift himfelf ; and that adminiftered after he gave 
the great commiflion, as to the mode, were uniformly 
the fame,. 

From this, we think it rational to conclude, that 
thofe:inftances of baptifm mentioned in the New Tef- 
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* The prepofition ex might perhaps be better rendered im, as it a 
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tament, where the act is not defcribed, were performed 
in the fame manner as thefe were, of which an account 
is given. | 

Incompetent as this evidence may appear to you, we 
think it a fufficient anfwer to your que(ftion, wherein 
you afk, by what authority we make immerfion efflential 
to baptifm, &c. I would alfo aflure you, that whenever 
you will make out as much proof fron: {cripture for 
/prinkling, as being an inftituted mode of baptifm, as 
has now been produced in favour of tmmerfion, I will 
lay down my pen, and forever drop the difpute. 

Although what has been offered may be confidered 
as ample proof of the queftion in dilpute, yet being 
defirous of giving you full fatisfaction, I fhall proceed 
to lay before you one confideration more, which ap. 
pears to us of confiderable weight in the prefent cafe; 
and that is, the native fignification of the Greek verb 
(baptize) to baptize, which we fuppofe neceilarily requires 
dipping. We ate fully fenfible, at the fame time, that 
this fenfe has been controverted by many men of emi- 
nent abilities; notwithftanding, we think the evidence 
greatly preponderates in our favour. Nor fhall we 
think it a difficult tafk to prove the fenfe for which we 
plead, from Predobaptifts themfelves ; and that too, 
from fome as /earned and judicious as any, whofe names 
adorn the biographical page. ‘This kind of evidence I 
conclude you can have no reafonable objection to, be- 
caufe you cannot fufpeét them of any defign againtt 
themfelves, nor will they make any conceflions to {enti- 
ments which they oppofe, further than truth obliges 
them to; therefore, I may fay of their evidence in the 
prefent cafe, as David did of Goliath’s fword, there is 
ftone like it. 

I may have occafion hereafter to mention fome wri- 
ters of a much earlier date, but I thall here begin with 
Luther. In his tranflation of the New Teftament, he 
has rendered the Greek word to baptize by the Ger- 
man taufen; and in his works he hath exprefsly de- 
clared, that the baptifmal verb saufen, fignifies to im- 
merie, or to plunge into the water.* ‘Thus Matt. iii. 1. 


* Op. De bap. in Robinfon's Hitt. Bap. p. 442. 
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Zuder veit kan Fohannes der tauffer ;—In thofe days 
came John the dipper. To this we may add the tetti- 
mony of the Genevan oracle, Calvin, who lays, “The 
word baptize fignifies to dip; and it is certain that the 
manner of dipping was ufed of the ancient church.”* 
Shall I add to this, the teftimony of that geelebrated 
profefior of divinity, Witfius? ‘ It cannot be denied 
(faith he) that the native fignification of the word daptein 
and daptizein, is, to plunge, to dip.”+ Fult to the fame 
point are alfo the words of Vitringa—« The act of bap- 
tizing is the immertion of believers in water. 
exprefles the force of the word. ‘Thus alfo it was per- 
formed by Chrift and his apoftles.”t - 
If you pleale, we will now lock at the ancient Flel- 
vetia confefilion, firft written in the year 1536, by or 


under the direétion of Bucer, ten years before the death 


of Luther, and afterwards publifhed again by the paf- 
tors of Zurich, in 1566; in which we have the follow- 
ing unequivocal declaration: “ Baptifm was initituted 
and confecrated by God, and the firft that baptized was 
John, who pipPpED CHRIST IN THE WATER IN Jordan; 


from him it came to the apoftles, who alfo did baptize. 


with water.” 

The confeffion of Saxony, written by Melancthon, 
in the year 1551, perfectly agrees with the above: I 
will now tranfcribe it. Baptiim is an entire action, 
to wit, a DIPPING, and the pronouncing of thefe words, 
I baptize thee in the name of the Father,” and fo on.} 
Thefe two laft are not to be confidered merely as the 
teftimony of two men, or two particular churehes, but 
as including a number of churches in two large diltricts. 

As Dr. Collins was juftly efteemed a learned and 


critical expofitor, you will perhaps be willing to hear 


his opinion in the prefent cafe. A great part (faith 
he) of thofe who went out to hear John were baptized, 
that is, dipped in Jordan.” ‘To be baptized is to be 
dipped in water ; metaphorically, to be plunged in afflic- 


* Inftitut. Chrift. Relig. L iv, c. xv. § 19. 

+ CEconom. Foed. I. iv. ¢. xvi. § 13. 

¢ Aphorifmi Sanét. Theolog. A phorif. 884. in Booth, 
|) Harmony of Confeflions, p. 395, 404. 


. 
~ 
} 
4 
i 
A, 

| 


Mado of Bey 


and afflidtions,”* To this. we may add the 
Mr. ‘Daniel Rogers): None (faith he) of 
old wete wont to: be ‘fprinkléed ;: and: I-confefs mryfeW 
for infant 
Itiotght:te: be the church’s part to ‘cleave 
and he betrays’ the 
infticution, whichsisto-dip, That the 
mjinitter’is toidip-iavwater as the meeteft act, the word 
baptize iti Greeks*wanted not other 
‘moadato other aft befide dipping, if the 
inftitutiom-could To dip therefore is exereds 
inaterial to the:ordisiance which was the of 
oldy without exceptiot countries; or'cold.”+: 
{Phe above! qnotations:are-all: made from Pado 
toswhich:] wilt to add, one: obfervation 
leaned biftorian’: «A: linguit: deters 
mines /hicifelf by. his. own: Greek 
man; byxhe bef evidence he 


the latter it is fuffictent to obferves, that ‘the 
Greeks ‘that muft 
. fhaderfiand their own: 


that they have slaysibaptizedy. and de yet baptiae, 


preferable to that of European 
- buptines bpinimerfion, be> 


sbemer ititan foreignent 
» fer the meaning 
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the cultom of dipping infants int Baptifin, ih 
health; and able to bear'it,”* By the'term a/ways, we. 
mut anderftand from the time when firft to. 
ba ize infants. 

will not for the prefent trouble’you witha a ny more. 
“quotations from Pzdoba aptifts, but will bold inyielf en- 


to ‘produce five times as many, whenever there 


all be reafonable'demand. I conclude, if human 
teftimony can ‘eftablifh’ any ‘point, we muft allow, from 
the difinterefted nature of the evidence now confider- 
ed, that the’ native ‘fignification of the Greek verb bap- 
~ (which minft determine’ the proper fenfe of our 
word to 'baptize)'to be fairly fettied. x 
ould ‘it be’ that any, ‘or all the perfors 
above’ quoted, ‘held, ‘notwithftanding,” that 
might ‘lawfully adminiftered, ‘either by pouri 
fprinkling, in ordinary, or at leaft in particular ¢ 
this would by no means invalidate their evidence, with 
refpect to’ the point’ in“ hand it would ‘only’ prove 
them ‘inconfiftent with and that'‘they 
pofed that they bad a right:to depart from the inftitu- 
ted way, and adopt one which; in their view, ‘appeared: 
better ‘calculated to ferve the interefts of religion. 
Should we fuppofe a number of perfons, o of eftablith- 
ed veracity, to appear ‘ before a court of judicarure, to 

give evidence upon oath ina certain ‘cafe, ahd they 
thould all jointly agree’ in confirming a parti¢ular fact ; 
but at the fame time thould add; that it was their ‘opinion, — 
that there might be other circumftances connegted with 
_ the attefted fact; which, if true, would be equally 
pone to the cafe in hand, although they could. fot 
pofitively : perfon would at 
howto decide a cafe‘of this: nature, nor would ‘he put 


this fuppofititious evidence upon an equal fone with 


Be, we hove ‘traced the Mons of trptifin up 


we, and have found it: firft in th of 
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He adininiftered it to the Saviour, and probably to the. 
difciples,* who by virtue of the great commiflion bap- 
tized others ; and wherever the aé? is defcribed, it cer- 
tainly. has the appearance of immerfion. 

We have alfo heard the teftimony of feveral cele- 
brated writers, in eftablifhing the meaning of the word. 
to baptize. ‘Thefe declarations, taken from Padobap- 
tifts, muit always remain in our favour, notwithftand- 
ing all that may be faid of their practifing in a different. 
Way. | | 

Hence we conceive: that immerfion, as. the. appointed. 
mode of baptifin, has been fairly made out, both from 
fcripture and reafon, and from the full.conceflions of 
the writers upon your own fide. And if what has now 
been faid, fhould not convince you or any of your breth- 
ren, yet it will undoubtedly fuggeft fome of our reafons 
for differing from you in our practice. 

', Jf the mode of applying the. water. of baptifm be in- 
different, then the difpute is at an end ;. but, if it be 
important, the neceflity of one.condemms the other. 
But to ie it appears inconfiftent to fuppofe, that there 
can be a_pofitive.command, and the mode of our. obedi- 
ence be indifferent ; for this at.once takes off the au- 
thority of the command. Yet. here, Sir, we have not 
the happinefs to be.agreed in opinion: for. you fuppofe 
the matter to be indifferent, and attempt to illu{trate 
it by. the pofture of the body:in, prayer. But a mo- 
ment’s reflection muft:convince you, that.the cafes are 
not parallel. ‘The pofture of. the body makes no part 
of prayer, any more than theplace does where the man 
is when he prays: for prayer is properly. a.mental ex- 
ercife, and not immediately connected. with any pofition 
of the body whatever. But. this can by no means, be 
faid of the application. of. water in. baptifm : forsthis. 
makes a material part of the ordinance, and is effential 
to its very exiftence. | 

_ Tf the inftitution require no more than to fprinkle a 
few drops of water in the face, any perfon muit be 
ftrangely {uperftitious to be immerfed. And. on. the 
other hand, if it does really require immerfion, then 


* Chap, 
24 
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thofe who only fprinkle muft fall materially fhort, and 
have {carcely the fhadow of the ordinance, ‘lo fup- 
pofe that fprinkling, pouring, or immerfion, are all in- 
different, is in faét to fuppoie that nothing ts command- 
ed or at leaft no more than {prinkling.**» When-per- 
fons believe this, there is an end to immerfion : for men 
are not generally fond of doing more than is»required. 
This, Sir, your practice demonitrates. You believe 
either way anfwers the inftitution ; but you, with other 
Padobaptifts in general, choofe {prinkling ; I think it 
probable that I thould do the fame, could I be convin- 
ced that your views were right, It is alfo probable, 


that John,the Baptift, Chrift and his apoftfes, Philip, 


and the ancient Chriftians, had they viewed the matter 
in the fame light which, you do, would have invariably 
adiminiftered. it by fprinkling : for there could Have 
been no poffible occafion which would have! required 


immerfion, in cafe the other way would equally, welk 


exprefs the defign. 

From a careful retrofpection of the arguments made 
ufe of in the courfe of this lengthy Section, the candid 
will be able to judge, whether we are unreafonable, in 
‘faying that immerfon is effential to the right adminittra- 
tion of the ordinance. ‘That I have not exaggerated 
fober: fact, will be made evident by a quotation;which I 
fhall now fubjoin. Dr. Wall, who has. before’ been 
mentioned, was fo highly efteemed by the Englith cler- 
gy for his learning and zeal in defending infant -baptifm, 
that general convocation, Feb. 9, 1706, they: paffed 
the following vote ; * Ordered; that the thanks ofithis 
houfe be given to Mr. Wall, Vicar of Shoreham in 
Kent, for the learned and excellent book le hath lately 


* The three terms in difpute are al ufed in Lev. ix. 6, 7, inthe fol- 
lowing manner: “ And the-prieft Mall (sap) dip his finger im the 
blood, and (profranei) /prinkle of the blood feven tintes before the 
Lord ; and fhall (etcheeit) pour all the blood of the bullock at’ the bet- 
tom of the altar.” ) 

That thefe rites were not the fate and to be ufed indifferently, the- 
following familiar tranfpofition will abundantly fhow : And the prieft 
fhall pour his finger in the-btood, atrdfhaif ip of the blood feven times 


altar, 


+ Septuaginta in loc., 


before the Lord ; and fhall /prindie all the blood at the bottom of the 


& 
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written concerning infant baptifm.” Yet notwithftand- 
mg this gentleman’s profound learning, and all the ad- 
vantages he had derived from his painful refearches into 
the remoteft depths of antiquity, to procure materials 
of defence,—he was obliged to acknowledge, that Dr. 
Gale had drawn him into a difputé upon the mode of 
baptifm, ‘* wherein (faith he) 4e knew, that the exam- 


ples of fcripture and other antiquity, and the full per- 


fuafion of that people, and of all the Eaftern church to 
this day, is on his fide; and I had the difadvan- 
tage to plead for a way of baptifm, of which the 
beft I could fay, was, that it was fufficient for the 
effence of baptifm ; but could not deny the other (ex- 
cept in the cafe of danger of health) to be the fitteft.”* 
It muft be acknowledged, that Dr. Wall was under 
moft painful difadvantages in vindicating his caufe : 
for he had not only to oppofe the learned Dr. Gale, but 
the full conviction of his own mind, that fcripture ex- 
ample, and the whole current of antiquity, were againtt 


- Upon the whole, this much is certain, that there is 
neither exprefs command, nor example, either in the 
law of Moles, or in the gofpel of Jefus Chrift, to fprinkle 
water upon new-born infants as an initiating feal of any 
covenant whatever.t ‘l’herefore, we may with Dr. 
Whitby, whofe words {hall clofe this Section—« The 
argument is always good : We read of no fuch doétrine 
im the fcripture ; therefore it neither is, nor can be, any 
article of faith, becaufe we have no other rule of faith 
befides the holy {criptures.”t 


| * Defence of the hiftary of infant baptifm, p. 404. 

+ The male children of the Jews were to be circumcifed on the 
eighth day, by divine appointment ; but paft the middle of the third 
century, the honeft Bithop Fidus wrote to Cyprian of Carthage, to know 
whether childsen might be baptized befor: they were cight days old ; 
for by his Bible he could not tell. Nor could Cyprian tell, without 
firfk confulting a Council upon the fubje&. A prefumptive evidence 
that the bufinels was new. Primit. Chrift. p. 193. and Robinfon’s 
hilory, p. 284. 
Annot. on Matt. vi. 9. 
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SECTION V. 


The Mode of Baptifin farther illuftrated, from the Pra@ice 
of the primitive Chriftians ; and the Manner in which it 
was reduced fron: Immerfion to Sprinkling, briefly point- 


ed out. 


Mucrt has been already faid upon the mode of 
Saptitin ; but as it is evidently a conftituent part in the 
prefent di/pute, it appears neceffary to fet it in the clear- 
eft light. Hence we fhall proceed to confider the 
practice of the ancient Chriftians. | 

The primitive Chriftians not only underftood the 
word ia the fenfe for which we plead, but they prac- 
tifed accordingly. ‘This has been touched upon already, 
but will be more fully illuftrated in what follows. 

Dr. Cave, who wrote about a hundred and twenty 
years. ago, (not particularly as a difputant, but as a hif- 
- terian) in defcribing the religion of the fathers, after 
mentioning feveral things which they conneéted with 
baptifm, he faith ; * ‘The aétion having proceeded thus 
far, the party to be baptized was wholly tmmer/ed or 
put under water, which was the almoft univerfal cuftom, 
of thofe times, whereby they did more notably and fig- 
nificantly exprefs the ¢hree great ends and effetts of bap- 
tifin.; for as in immerfion there are in a manner three 
feveral acts, the putting the perfon into the water, his. 
abiding there for a little time, and his rifng again ; fo 
by thefe were reprefented Chrif?s death, burial, and 
refurreflion to a new courfe of life. By the perfon’s 
being put into the water, was lively reprefented .the 
putting off the body of the fins of the fleth ; by. his 
abode under it, which was a kind of burial in the water, 
his entering upon a ftate of death or mortification ; 
like as Chrift remained for fome time under the ftate 
or power of death ; therefore as many as are baptized 
into Chrift, are faid to be, baptized inte his death, 
to be buried with him_ by baptifm into death, that the 
old man being crucified with him, the body of fin 
might be deftroyed, that henceforth he night not ferve 


+ 
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fin ; for he that is dead is freed from fin, as the apoftle 
clearly explains the meaning of thisrite. And then, by 
his emerfion, or rifing up out of the water, was fignified 
his entering upon a new courfe of life.’’* 

‘The words of Mr. Locke are very fimilar to the 
above ; ‘* We Chriftians (faith he) who by baptifm 
were admitted into all the kingdom and church of 
Chrift, were baptized into a fimilitude of his death ; 
we did own fome kind of death by being BURIED UNDER 
WATER 5 which being buried with him, 1. e. in con- 
formity to his burial, as a confeffion of our being dead, 
was to fignify, that as Chrift was raifed up from the 
dead into a glorious life with his Father, even fo we, 
being raifed from our typical death and duria/ in bap- 
tifin, fhould lead a new fort of life, wholly different 
from our former, in fome approaches towards that 
heavenly life that Chrift is rifen to.”+ 

Mr. Burkit alfo, fully acknowledges this to be the 
practice of the ancient church, when he fays, “ The 
apoftle no doubt alludes to the ancient manner and way 
of baptizing perfons in thofe hot countries, which was 
by immerfion, or putting them under water for a time, 
and then raifing them up again out of the water ; which 
rite had alfoa myftical fignification, reprefenting the 
burial of our old man fin in us, and our refurredtion to 
newnels of life.”{ Mr. Poole’s words are nearly ver- 

But, Sir, you are fenfible that very few expofitors 
have written concerning the practice of the firft Chrif- 
tian church, who have not acknowledged,‘ that it was 
the almoft univerfal cuftom of thofe times to baptize 
by ee This faét will manifeft itfelf as we pro- 
ceed. 

You will undoubtedly recollect, that the firft inftan- 
ces to be met with in ancient hiftory, wherein they 
pretended to baptize otherwife than by immerfion, 
were in cafes of fuppofed neceffity; and confidered 


© Primitive Chriftianity, Part-I. chap, x. p. 203, 204. Edit. 7. 
Paraphrafe on Rom. vi, 3, 4. 
Expofitory Notes on Rom. vi. 4. 
§ Poole in loc, 
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even in thofe cafes as not fully anfwering the inftitu- 
tion. 
The baptizing of fck or dying perfons by affufion, 
originated in the third century* (a period fruitful of re- 
ligious inventions) and had its foundation in error. 
Several things united im bringing it into exiftence : 
as, 1. Mifconftruing that paflage of the apoftle where 
it is faid, If they who have once been enlightened, (which at 
this time, by many, was underftood of baptifm) a// 
fall away, it is impoffible to renew them again fo repentance. 
This led Conftantine, and many other feridus perfons, 
to delay their baptifm until near the clofe of life. 2. 
Another fentiment equally erroneous arofe, from a-mif- 
application of the words of Chrift—Except a man be 
born of water, and of the Spirit, he cannot enter into the 
kingdom of God. ‘Vhus on the one hand, they fearing a 
fatal relapfe after baptifm, and on the other, (as Dr. 
Cave obferves) «* Not daring to pafs into another world 
without this dedge of their imitiation into Chrift, they 
prefently fignifed their earneft defire to be baptized, 
which was accordingly done, as well as the circumftan- 
ces of a fick bed would permit. Thefe were called 
Clinici, (of whom there is frequent mention in the an- 
cient writers of the church) becaufe baptized as they 
— lay along in their beds.” © This (continues the Doc- 
tor) was accounted a lefs f/emn and perfect kind of 
baptifm ; partly becaufe it was done not by immerfon, 
but by /prink/ing, partly becaufe perfons were fuppofed 
at fuch a time to defire it chiefly out of fear of death.”+ 
‘This kind of baptifm was confidered fo imperfect, that 
if the perfons recovered, they were by the Neoczxfarean 
Council, rendered ordinarily incapable of being admit- 
ted to the degree of pre/byters in the church, | 
We havea fair {pecimen of this in the inftance of 
Novatus, the Greek philofopher.{ According to Eu- 
febius, « he fell into a grievous diftemper, and it being 
fuppofed that he would die immediately, he received 


baptif (being de/prink/ed with water) on the bed where- 


* Robinfon’s hiftory, p. 449. 
+ Primitive Chriftianity, Part 1. ¢. 10. p. 196. 
Sometimes called Novatianus. 
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onthe lay: (if that can be called baptifm.” )* Thus it ap- 
pears, that this ancient father will hardly allow /pring, 
ling tobe .called baptilm. .This took place near the 
middle of, the third. century, and ferves to fhow in what 
light /priukling, even in cafes of ueceffity, was viewed in 
lt. mapyafford us further light jn our prefent inquiries, 
coniider the cafe, of Conftantine. He has generally 
een honoured.as the firft Chriftian Emperor. But if 
according to your, argument,.a man is not to be confid- 
ered as. a,Chriftian without baptifm, then he muft be 
looked upon \as.,a, heathen, long after he fought under 
the. banner,of the-crofs ; and muft be con- 
fidered asa Chriftian,but a few hours before his death. 
But, to fuppofe.this, isto fuppofe, that baptizing a man 
makes. him.a Chriftian, avhichis too abfurd tobe admit- 
ted inthis enlightened jperiod.. may as well argue 
that the epe/ette. worn by. an officer, .is what makes him 
an. officer ; as, that baptifm makes the perfon baptized 
a Chriftian. -Whereas a.perfon muft be an. officer be- 
fore he can have any right to.wear the badge ; fo a per- 
fon onght to be a\Chriftian, before, he takes upon him 
the facred badge. of that. profeflion. | 
It appears. that Conftantine was brought to believe 
the Chriftian doétrine |in the beginning of his reign, 
which.continued upwards of thirty years ; but he was 
not baptized until a little,,before his death.* Being.at 
this time.in an ill fiate of health, he repaired to the 
but his complaints in- 
crealing; he went from thence to Helenopolis, and from 
thence to.the fuburbs of Nicomedia; where:he called 
the Bithops together, and {pake to them in the follow- 
ing manner’: ‘ Lhis was the time long-fince hoped for 
‘by me, when I thirfted and prayed, that I might obtain 
falyation.in.God. This is the hour,. wherein even we 
may alfo:enjoy.that feal which confers immortality. I 
had heretofore taken a refolution of déing this in the 
fiream of iver Jordan, where our Saviour himfelf, 


* Eccl lib. vi. c. p. 123. 


+ He was. proclaimed:Emperor in the aft-year of the 271 Olympiad, 
or A. D. 305. 
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in likenefs to us, is recorded to have partaken of the 
laver.”* After this we are told, that they performed 
the rites, and completed the divine ceremonies. It ts 
a given point that he was baptized by immerfion ; but, 
if it had then been confidered as a matter of fuch indif- 
ferency, as is plead for in the prefent day, he would un- 
doubtedly have excufed himfelf from going info the 


water, in his ill ftate of health. 


This inftance muft carry a degree of evidence to 
every unprejudiced mind, in favour of immerfion: for 
in this we have the opinion of this great man, in what 
mode the Saviour was baptized ; and of his determina- 
tion to wnilate him in it, both as to the manner and 


place.+ | 

Perhaps fome into whofe hands thefe fheets may fall, 
may wifh to be informed, how immerfion came to be 
laid afide, and another rive fo entirely different, gener- 


* Eufeb. Life of Conftantine, lib. iv. chap. lui. 


+ It is abundantly evident, that many perfons who were born of 
Chriftian parents, and educated in the Chriftian faith, were not baptized 
until they came to edu/t years, and made a perfonal profeffion 

Helena, the mother of Conitantine, was a very devout and zealous 
Chriftian, yet he was not baptized upon her faith. Nor did he dedicate 
hisdwn children to God in baptifiw by virtue of 4/s faith: for we are 
informed by Socrates, that his fon Conitantius, who fucceeded his father 
in the empirc, was baptized by Euzoius when he was preparing for his 
expedition againft Julianus, and immediately after ended his life at 
Mopfucrenia, twenty-five years after the death of his father. Eccl 
Hiitory, lib. ii, chap. xlvii. 

Bafil, the fon of Bafil, bilhop of Nicene, was baptized in Jordan when 
far advanced in years. 

Gregory the great, the fon of Gregory, bifhop of Nazianzen, was born 
while his father was bifhop, and yet not baptized until he was twenty, 
fome fay thirty years old. See Ofiander’s Book, Cent. iv. 1. 3, and 
Robinion’s Hiltory, p. 250. 

Grotius fays, that Chryfoftom was born of believing parents, and was 


educated by Melitius, a bifhop, yet not baptized till the age of twenty- 
one, 


Erafious teftifies, that Jerom was born in the city of Shydon, of Chrif- 
tian parents, was brought up in the @hriftan religion, and was baptized 
in the thirtieth year of his age. x sib _ 

Voflius affirms, that Ne@arius was chofen bifhop of Conftantinople 
before he was baptized. 

Theodofius, the emperor, was born in Spain ; his parerits were both 
Chrifiaas, and from his childhood had been trained up in the Nicene 
faith ; was baptized at Theflalonica, by Achalio, whcn he was upwards 
of thirty yearsold, Vide Junius, junior, p. 638; Rob. p.250. 
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ally practifed in its room ? In anfwer to this, the reader 
is defired to call to mind what has already been faid, 
that fprinkling firft made its appearance in Africa, in 
the third century, in favour of Clinicks or bed-ridden 
people. But even African Catholics derided it, and re- 
puted it no baptifm, or at leaft a very imperfect one.* 
They confidered it only as a fubftitute in cafes of im- 
minent danger, where baptifin in the inftituted wa 
could not with fafety be adminiftered. Sprinkling in 
thefe cafes, appears to have been in ufe feveral centuries 
before pouring was ever practifed for baptifm. 

The firft appearance of baptizing by pouring (which 
has occurred in my reading) was in the eighth century ; 
when Pope Stephen III. allowed the validity of fuch a 
baptifm of infants in danger of death. 

The queftion propofed to him was, Whether in caf 

neceffity occafioned by illnefs of an infant, it were law- 

ul to baptize by pouring water out of the hand, ora 
cup, on the head of the infant ? Stephen anfwered, if 
fuch a baptifm were performed, in fuch a cafe of ne- 
ceffity, inthe name of the holy Trinity, it fhould be 
held valid. 

The learned Bafnage makes feveral remarks on the 
canon of Stephen, referred to above. Although 
(faith he) it is accounted the firft law for fprinkling, yet 
it doth not forbid dipping : that it allows fprinkling 
only in cafes of imminent danger : that the authentici- 
ty of it is denied by fome Catholics : that many laws 
were made after this time in Germany, France, and 
England, to compel dipping, and without any provifion 
for cafes of neceffity : therefore, that this law did not 
alter the mode of dipping in public baptifms. And that 
it was not until five hundred and fifty-feven years after, 
that the legiflature, in a council at Ravena, in the year 
«thirteen hundred and eleven, declared dipping, or /prink- 

ling indifferent.” + 
Phere was indeed in fome parts of the Chriftian 
church; long before this, fuch a ceremony as pouring 


Jo. Andrex de clinicis exercit. Jence. 


¢ Jacobi Bafnagii, Monument, Vo), 1, Prafat. cap. v. § 4. De canone 
Stephani Ill. Papa. in Robinfon. 
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water upon the head, but was diftinét from baptifm, 
and like exorcifm confidered only as a preparation. 
This pouring was called capitulavium, or wathing of the 
head ; and was ufually performed on Palm Sunday upon 
the competents, as a preparatory to baptifm. 

If hiftory can eftablifh any fact, it undoubtedly does 
this, that baptifm was univerfally adminiftered by im- 
merfion in the whole Chriftian Church (except in cafes 
of neceffity as above) for thirteen hundred years togeth- 
er ; and continued fo in the Engliih nation until about 
the middle of the fixteenth century. And how the 
change was made in the Englith church, we are fuffi- 
ciently informed by Dr. Wall. « Calvin (faith he) 
was, I think, the firft inthe world, that drew up a 
form of liturgy, that prefcribed pouring water on the in- 
fant, abfolurely without faying any thing of dipping (this 
was done in the year 1556.) It was his admirers in 
England, who in queen Elizabeth’s time, brought pour- 
ing into ordinary ufe, which before was ufed only to 
weak children. But the fucceeding Prefbyterians in 
England, about the year 1664, (when their reign began) 
went farther yet from the ancient way 3; and inftead of 
pouring, brought into ufe in many places /prinkling. De- 
claring at the fame time againit all ule of fonts, bap- 
tifteries, &c.”* 

I wifh to add one remark more from Dr. Wail un- 
der this head. There has (faith he) no novelty or 
alteration, that I know of, in point of baptifm, been 
brought into our church, but in the way or manner of 
adminiftering it. ‘Lhe way that is now ordinarily ufed, 
we cannot deny to have been a novelty, brought into 
this church by thofe that learned it in Germany, or at 
Geneva. And they were not content to follow the ex- 
ample of pouring a quantity of water, (which had there 
been introduced inftead of immerfion) but improved it 
(if I may fo abufe that word) from pouring to fprink- 
ling ; that it might have as little refemblance of the 
ancient way of baptizing as poflible.”+ 


* Defence of the Hiltery of Infant Baptifm, p. 146, 
t Ibid. p. 493, 404. 


! 


odes 


100 The Mode of Bapti/m. 


This indefatigable hiftorian has affigned two reafons 


for this alteration, which are as follow ; « I muft own 


in the firft place, that many of the clergy feem to be 
of the opinion of the late bifhop of Salifbury, that the 
coldnets of our climate is a good reafon to change dip- 
ping into pouring.’ Upon which he obferves, ‘ ‘That 
our climate is no. colder than it was for thofe thirteen 
or fourteen handred years from the beginning of Cirif- 
tiamity bere, to queen Elizabeth’s time, and not near fo 
cold as Mutcovy, and fome other countries, where they 
do {hil dp thei children in baptifm, and find no incon- 
venience init.”" Although this, with many, might be 
accounted a fufficient reafon for the alteration, the Doc- 
tor fuppoles the following had more influence. That 
“< Tt was not the coldnefs of the climate, but the imita- 
tion of Calvin and the church at Geneva, and fome 
others thereabouts.” | 

Thus, Sir, from the obfervations now made, we 
clearly fee what was the practice of the ancient Chrif- 
tians ; and how the alteration has been brought about. 
Ir the faé?s now related by Dr. Wall are true, (and he 
is certainly fupported by the current teftimony of hifto- 
ry) I hardly think you will again afk, By what authority 
we make immerfion effential to baptifm. 

As /prinkling is acknowledged to be a mevelty by thofe 
who practife it, and that it was brought in, in * imitation 
of Calvin,” and not in “ imitation of the baptifm of Je- 

us Chrift,” we do not fee our way clear to acknowl- 

edge the validity of it. The advice given to Ifrael of 

old may be applied in the prefent cafe ; Thus /aith th 


* It is probable the following incident had not taken place when the 
Door wrote his defence, or he would have made an exception. 

It is faid by an Englith hiftorian, that at Peterfburg they fornetimes 
baptize their children ima river or canal, by cutting a hole through 
the ice, upon which he obferves, “ I have heard that a pricf, in im- 
terffing a child, (for baptifm is performed by the immerfion of the 
whole body) let it flip, through inattention, into the water. ‘The child 
was drowned ; but the holy man fuffered no confternation. “ Give 
me another,” {aid he, with the utmoft compofure, “ for the Lord bath 
taken that to bimfelf.” The Emprefs, however, having other ufes for 
her fubjedts, and not defiring that the Lord fhould have any more, in 
that way, at leaf, gave orders that all childgen to be baptized in the 
hole in the river fhould henceforth he let down in a bafket.”” © W. Rich- 
ardion’s Anecdotes of the Ruflisn Empire, p. 335. in Rebinfon. 
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Lord, Stand ye in the ways and fee, afk for the old paths, 
here is the good way, and walk therein ; and ye /oall find 


for your Jouls.* 


SECTION VI. 


Godly Sincerity, as conne&ed with external Obedience, con- 
jfidered. 

J N my other Piece, I have a few times ufed the 
term jincere, and its fubftantive Ancerity. I have faid, 
that “ fincerity is not the term of communion, but be- 
ing conformed to the apoftles’ doctrine, and continuing 
fteadfaftly therein.” I have alfo faid,-that “ whatever 
we practife which is not according to the will of Chrift, 
is contrary thereto; although we be ever fo fincere in 
doing it.” ‘To this you reply, ‘ If I rightly conjecture, 
it exhibits a fentiment which is falfe in its nature, per- 
nicious in its confequences, and a firft principle of your 
miftake refpecting clofe communion.” Sir, if your 
conjeture be right, we are now in a fair way to get at 
the root of the difficulty. You however acknowledge 
the firft part of the fentence, “ that whatever we prac- 
tife which is not according to the will of Chrift, is 
contrary thereto :” This, you fay, ‘1s very: plain and 
good doctrine ;’ but when I added, although we be 
ever fo fincere, you fay, I prefent a difficulty. Really, 
Sir, it appears to me as you conftrue the paflage, it pre- 
fents a much greater difficulty : for, if an act were really 
difagreeable to the will of Chrift, and our performing 
it in fincerity would render it agreeabla, we muft fup- 
pofe his will to be dependent on the fincerity of his 
creatures ; if fo, his will cannot be a rule of conduct. 
for usy but we muit be governed by out’ own fincerity,: 

That we may not difpute about. words rather than 
fentiments, it may be proper here to fettle the meaning’ 


® Jer. vi. 16, 
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of the term fincere. You allow that ‘the word is am- 
biguous in the cuftomary ufe of it ;’ but conclude, < as 
it is ufed in {cripture, it generally, if not invariably, im- 
plies or intends pure and upright affections of heart.’ 
That it is ufed in this fenfe in the epiftle to the Philip- 
pians, will be granted ; but, that it is ufed in fome. 
what of a different fenfe by the apoftle Peter, mutt alfo 
be acknowledged : For he {peaks of the fincere milk of 
the word, which being of the neuter gender, docs not 
include affeciions of any kind. ‘Thefe two, are per- 
haps the only inftances in {cripture, in which this adjece 
tive is ufed, except in the marginal reading. 

But fhould it even be granted that the word, when 
ufed in fcripture, is conftantly ufed in the fenfe for 
which you pines will you hence argue that I am 
obliged to ufe it in this fenfe ? Have I not a right to 
ufe it according to common acceptation ? Surely I 
have not mentioned god/y, or /cripture fincerity. 1 have 
_ sndeed annexed the adverb ever, to fincere 5 which you 

are pleafed to fay, * extends to all kinds and to all de- 
grees of fincerity.” But have you, by the fair rules 
of criticifm, a right to this conclufion ? Moft certainly 
you have not. It will be allowed, that the term ufed 
will extend tothe higheft degree ; but by no means 
determines the kind or quality of fincerity. 

Should you agree to meet a friend tomorrow even- 
ing at eight o'clock, and fhould fay, « I will not fail of 
being there although it fhould be ever fo dark’—lIt 
might with as much propriety be argued, that shrs in- 
cluded all kinds of darknefs, natural, preternatural, 
_ moral, and fpiritual ; as, that ever fo fincere includes 
all kinds of fincerity, 

Yo prevent any miftake in future, Iam willing to let 
you know how I underftand the word, and how I with 
to be underftgod when I ufe it. ‘The plain, natural 
fignification of the word appears to be this—The hone 
perfuafion of the mind, according to the degree of light in the 
underflanding ; and in general is to be underftood in 
diftinction from hypocrify. ‘Thus, a man may bea fin- 
cere friend to the Federal Conftitution. He may be a. 
good man in a moral fenfe, and yet his fincere attach- 
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ment to the laws of his country, may be the effect of 
his political fentiments, rather than his piety. Another 
inan may fincerely believe the xxxix articles of the 
Church of England, and as fincerely believe that all 
the diflenters are wrong. I {hall not pretend to fay 
that this ts godly fincerity, or that it is not ; but I will 
venture to fay he may be a good man, and this may be 
his fincere opinion. 

In farther remarking upon this part of the fubject 
you fay, ¢ Your words imply, that a perfon may, in the 
exercile of godly fincerity, act contrary to the will of 
Chrift.’, In order to make a fatisfactory reply to this, 
it will be proper to inquire what is meant by the will 
of Chrift. When I ufe the term, I mean his wi. re- 
vealed in his word: Yor 1 know nothing of his will far~ 
ther than he has therein made it known. It is a gen- 
eral maxim with Proteftants, that the word of God isa 
perfect rule of faith and praétice. Therefore, to talk of 
things as being agreeable or difagreeable to the will of 
Chrift, in any other fenfe than as they are approved or 
difapproved by the word of God, is to talk merely upon 
the footing of conjecture. Hence, Sir, if you under- 
ftand the will of Chrift in this fenfe, I freely acknowl- 
edge it to be my opinion, that a good man may fincerely 
act contrary to it. You may call this god/y fAncerity, or 
by any other name that you pleafe. | 

If good men cannot be fincerely wrong, or in other 
words, fincerely erroneous, then all their errors and 
miftakes, muft be confidered as agreeable to the will of 
Chrift ; or otherwife, as aéts of criminal hypocrify ! 
But you afk, ‘Is not godly prety the very /ou/ and 
effince of conformity to Chrift ? I anfwer, it is impoffible 
to conform to the wi// of Chrift without fincerity, or 
uprightnefs of heart ; but mere fincerity is by no means _— 
conformity to Chrift’s will, with refpedct to pofitive infti- 
tutions. It can only be confidered as a neceflary quali- 
fication for conformity. Under the Mofaic economy, 
a lamb for facrifice muft be without blemith 3; but the 
perfection of the lamb did not make it a facrifice, this 
only rendered it fuitable ; but it was its being actually 
offered up. So with regard to our obeying any politive - 
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precept, fincerity is abfolutely neceffary to acceptable 
obedience. A man may be convinced that it is his 
duity to relieve a needy brother ; and alfo fincerely de. 
termine, at a convenient feafon ‘to do it; yet certain 
circumftances may take place, fo as finally to prevent 
its being accomplithed. ‘That God may approve of his 
Jfincere intention, will not be difputed ; but we can have 
- fellowfhip in his charity no farther than we évow it, 
which is only by his acting it out. It will be granted 
that Chrift judges the moral qualities of our actions by 
the intentions of the heart ; but he has not given this 
as a rule to us, any farther than it difcovers itfelf in the 
action. Chrift pronounces the man guilty of aduiiery, © 
who looks on a woman criminally to luft after her ; but | 
we have no right, either by the laws of God or man, to 
charge any perfon with that crime, without the actual . 
commifiion of it. | 
~T conclude, that a good man may, in one period of 
life, fincerely believe that he is acting according to the 
will of Chrift, and at another, as fincerely believe that 
what he then did, was never commanded, or enjoined 
by Chrift ; but was the mere effeét of education or tra- 
dition. 

Nothing can bring the matter more familiarly into 
view, than the fubjeét now in difpute. "We will fup- 
pofe, that in the fincerity of your heart, you have de- 
fired to open a door for free ‘communion with fome of 
the Baptifts ; and as * fincerity is the very eflence of con- 
formity to Chrift,’ we muft conclude, in this particular 
you act agreeably to his will. On the other hand, the 
Baptifts.to whom you make the friendly propofal, as 
Sincerely believe, that it is not according to the will of 
Chrift, that they fhould communicate with you in your 
prefent fituation. This alfo contains the effence of con- 
‘formity to Chrift. 
“Thus, Sir, if I underftand your argument, this muft 
. be the conclufion ; that it is the wi// of Chrift, that the 
Pedobaptifts fhould communicate with the Baptifts 
and at the fame time, it is his wi//, that the Baptifts 
fhould ‘not communicate with them !'I fhall take it for’ 


ranted, that the Baptifts do in ‘the facerity of their 
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hearts, refufe to communicate with thofe whom they 
look upon as not baptized according to Chrift’s inftitu- 
tion. Ifthis refufal be made with godly fincerity, (and 
who will dare to fay it is not’) then according to your 
argument, it muft be ‘above every thing elfe pleafing 
to Chrift ;? equally fo, as communicating with other 
denominations at the table. 7 

To illufirate your doétrine of /incerity you afk, «Would 
it be according to the will of Chrift, for a perfon to 
conform to your mode of baptiim, while he really 
thinks it would be contrary to the will of Chrift for him 
fotodo? ‘lo anfwer this, it will be neceflary firft to 
inquire, whether the mode of baptifm pra¢tifed by us, 
is according to Chrift’s revealed will ? If not, neither 
our ¢hinking, or not ‘thinking, can poffibly make it fo. 
If it be acccording to his will, our thinking. otherwife 
cannot alter it, unlefs his will is entirely dependent on 
the opinion of his creatures. 

Again, you afk, * Would it be according to the will 
of Chrift, for a perfon to megle to have his children 
baptized in our mode, while he really thinks it is the 
will of Chrift for him thus to bring them to, the ordi- 
nance ?’? Anfwer. If Chrift has any where declared it 
to be his will, that new-born infants fhould be dedica- 
ted to him, by /prinkiing water upon them in the name 
of the facred ‘Trinity, it can by no means be duty to 
negle& it. If not, it may with propricty be afked, Who 
bath required this fervice at your hands ? 

But may we not farther inquire, Would it be ac- 
cording to the will of Chrift, for a perfon to negle to 
have his male children circumcifed, while he really 
thinks that it is the will of Chrift that they fhould be ? 

Again, Would it be according to the will of Chrift, 
for a perfon to meglef to bring his baptized infants to 
the communion, while he really thinks that it is his 
will that they fhould be brought ?* In fhort, to grant 
your argument, will not this be the confequence, that 
every thing which a pious perfon fincerely believes to be 
according to the will of Chrift, is according to it, how- 
ever abfurd or inconfiftent it may be ? 


* Vide Pierce's Effay on giving the Eucharift to Children, 
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You have attempted to extricate yourfelf from this 
confequence, in your marginal note, (p. 24) wherein 
you fay ; * What has been faid does not imply, that a 
man always does right when he thinks he does right ; 
nor that a man’s conduct. 4s always acceptable to 
God, when he acts agreeably to his own fentiments,’ 
¢ A man may act according to his gwn fentiments from 
felfifo defires, as well as from holy defires’ ‘True, Sir; 
and how are we to know which of thefe govern his con- 
duct ? You have now fuggelted the difficulty ; but have 
not propofed a remedy. If men’s actions did always 
reprefent the fentiments of their hearts, we fhould not 
be expofed to the liability of a miftake ; but as they 
do not, we may fuppofe that they may deceive them- 
felves, and others, with refpect to their motives of /in- 
cerity, as well as any thing elfe. | 

As you have put your theory of fincerity upon trial, in 
fome of the foregoing inftances, we are willing to com- 
pare the matter a little farther. We will grant, that 
the Pxdobaptifts, in the fcerity of their hearts, believe 
it to be the will of Chrift, that they fhould give up their 
children to him in baptifm ; and that fprinkling fuffi- 
ciently anfwers the mode. On the other hand we will 
allow, that the Baptifts, influenced by the fame kind of 
jincerity, really believe that it is the will of Chrift, that 
they thould be immerfed upon a profeffion of faith 
(whether they have been fprinkled in infancy or not) 
and that there is no command to baptize their children; _ 
but to bring them up in the nurture and admonition of the 
Lord. Now, fincerity being the very * eflence of con- 
formity to Chrift, and under the exercife of godly fin- 
cerity they cannot act contrary to his will,’ they are 
both in complete conformity to it ; unlefs you will un- 
dertake to prove one of them infincere. Hence it fol- 
lows, that it is the will of Chrift, that one part of his 
church fhould imitate H13 baptifm tn Jordan, by being 
immerfed ;and that another part {hould believe, that 
the Papen of Fefus Chriff is not to be imitated by Chri/- 
trans. hat one branch of his church fhould give up 
their children to him in baptifm, and thereby initiate 
them into the fchool of the facred myfteries, without 
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their knowledge or confent, at a period of life when 
they are incapable of acting for themfelves ; and that 
another part of his church fhould, from principle, ne- 
glect the baptifm of their infants ; whilft they confider 
Chriftianity as addreffing itfelf to the confciences of all ; 
and that none can become the difciples of Chrift, with- 
out their perfonal confent. How complex ! how variable, 
does this doctrine reprefent the will of Chrift ! 

But you inform us that you have ‘ one more ferious 
queftion to afk ;’ (it fhall now be attended to.) ‘Is 
the will of Chrift fuch, that, while a perfon is'a Pedo- 
baptift in fentiment, he muit be under a natural and 
unavoidable neceflity of difobedience ” ‘This queftion 
appears to me, rather more curious than /ertous. ‘lo 
{uppofe a perfon to be under a natural and unavoidable 
neceflity of difobedience, is to fuppcfe he acts without 
choice, or that he has not natural ability to do other- 
wife. I confefs I cannot fee any natural neceflity, 
which compels one perfon to be a Pedobaptift, rather 
than another ; or of continuing in thofe fentiments, 
rather than to embrace others. Our fentiments ever 
are, and ever ought to be, the effect of choice ; and not 
of natural necefity. If we choofe fentiments contrary 
to the will of Chrift, fo long as we retain them, we 
neceffarily difobey him ; but thisis by no means ¢ natural 
and unavoidable neceflity, but entirely ofa different 
. kind. I humbly conceive, there can be no natural ne- 
cefflity, of either faints or finners difobeying Chrift: 
for there is a degree of criminality in difobedience, 
which is not to be found in § natural unavoidable necef- 

tly. 
illuftrate the dottrine of Ancerity now under con- 
fideration, you introduce the following fimile. ‘A 
phyfician may, in certain circumftances, -with benevo- 
lent intention, through miftake, adminifter a potion to 
his patient, which may be productive of immediate 
death. In this. cafe he is not criminal. . Here is no 
evil, but © natural evil, to be imputed to his condutt.’ 
Sir, I have no defire to run the indictment any higher 
than you do, But, fhould the patient be fo happy as 
to difcover the phy(ician’s miftake, would he be under 
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any obligation to take the deadly potion, becaufe it was 
not delivered with criminal intention ? Yea, would he 
not be in the higheft fenfe criminal to do it ? To apply 
this figure. Admitting, that with benevolent intention, 
you have propofed free communion with us, yet if we 
really believe it to be inconfiftent with fome part of 
Chriit’s revealed will, we cannot with the /ame purity of 
intention comply. | 

But it is time to attend to the application you make 
from the above obfervations. You fay, ‘ Granting that 
immerfion be the appointed mode of baptifm, and be- 
lievers the on/y proper fubjects, yet if a Pedobaptift re- 
ally think otherwile, and with an obedient heart offer up 
his children in our mode, the perfon in fo doing, is as 
well accepted in the fight of God, as though his out- 
ward conduct had been according to the appointed mode 
of baptifm.’ Granting this, and 1 beg to know what 
foundation Prdobaptifn ftands upon ! I[f it be not fup- 
ported by divine appointment, it can have no other origin 
than human tradition; and confequently muft fall to 
the ground ; unlefs you can make it appear, that your 
jfeacere opinion is of equal authority with divine appoint- 
ments. /fa Pedobaptift really think otherwife ? What 
then ¢ Why this fuperfedes the whole force of the di- 
vine command, and authorizes his own opinion as the 
rule of his conduct ! And left he thould fcruple the 
validity of it, he is aflured, that im ¢ fo doing Ae is as 
weil accepted in the fight of God, as though his out- 
ward conduct had been according to the appointed 
mode.’ According to this argument, divine appoint- 
ments are of little confequence to Pedobaptiits, if they 
have aright whenever they think proper to fet them 
afide, and fubftitute others in their room.  Per- 
haps the following words of our Saviour may not be 
thought wholly inapplicable ‘to this fentiment. wil 
well ye resect the commandment of God, that ye may keep your 
own traditions.” 

{is it reafonable to fuppofe, thar God would make 
appointments for his people which he did not think 
proper for them to obferve ? Or has he left difcretion- 
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ary orders with any man, or any body of men, to fet 
afide, alter, or amend any of his pofitive inftitutions ? 
But I recollect you have faid, (p. 6.) that ¢ it is not 
neceflary that men fhould /hink in all refpects as God 
thinks ;? and perhaps this is one inftance where you 
would apply it. For, if God has thought fit to appoint 
the mode, and defcribe the fubjeécts of baptifm ; and a 
Pexdobaptift may offer /ubjects effentially different from 
thofe defcribed in the inftitution, and that ina mode 
quite unlike the divine appointment, and yet be ¢ as 
well accepted, as though he had obferved the moft exact 
conformity to God’s law ; furely then, we may very /n- 
cerely make void the commandments of God, and eftab- 
lifh our own pious traditions ! 

To fanétion the foregoing argument you fay, ¢ This is 
agreeable to common fenfe and revelation.’ 

How far common fenfe may be in favour of your ar- 
gument I fhall not here pretend to fay ; but if divine 
revelation fairly eftablifth it, it muft be conceded to. 
But before we decide upon this point it may be proper 
to hear revelation {peak for itfelf. Decked with fove- 
reign majefty it thus addrefles us ; ** What thing foever 
I command you, obferve to do it : thou fhalt not avd thereto, 
nor DIMINISH from it.”* What, not if we ‘ really think 
otherwife ?? By no means. But conftantly “ Zeaching 
them to OBSERVE ALL THINGS WHATSOEVER I HAVE 
COMMANDED you.”+ Granting this ; but, if we fin- 
cerely think, and a¢t otherwife, fhall we not be ¢ as well 
accepted To obey is better than facrifice, and to hearken 
than the fat of rams." © If ye love me, keep my command- 
ments."§ For “In vain do ye worfbip me, teaching for 
doctrines the commandments of men.”|| | 

This is the voice of revelation with refpect to pofi- 
tive inftitutions ; and notwithftanding you have chal- 
lenged the judgment of common fenfe in favour of your 
fentiments, we are willing to recommit the matter, and 
abide the impartial decifion, Hf it be not a dictate of 
common fenfe, that God’s commands fhould be implic- 
itly obeyed, and his pofitive inftitutions ftriétly obferv- 


* Deut. xii. 32. + Matt, xxviii 20. Sanz. rv. 
John xiv, 1g. Matt: XY. 9. | 
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ed, without the leaft known deviation; and that the 
fancere obfervance of his appointments fhould be more ac. 
ceptable to him than the fincere negle& of them ; then, 
of courfe your argument will be eftablifhed, and we 
muft conclude, that like the Athenians, in thefe things we 
have been too /uperflitious. 

You acknowledge, (p. 27) that ‘integrity of heart 
does not render the judgment infallible, with refpect to 
afcertaining the will of God.’ This indeed appears to 
me to be true; but why then do you blame me for 
fuppofing a perfon with godly fincerity may act contra- 
ry tothe will of Chrift ? I think it undeniably fol- 
lows, that if he may with integrity of heart miflake his 
will, or not a/certain it, then he may with the fame up- 
rightnels act contrary to it. But did you not tell us 
above, that fincerity is the very and effence of con- 
forthity to Chrift ? What, in the height of conformi- 
ty to the wi/l of Chrift ! and yet not able to afcertain 
what itis? ‘This, at beft, is but accidental conformity ! 
. The fentiment expreffed in my other Piece, of acting’ 
contrary to the will of Chrift, “ although we be ever to 
fincere,” you * conjecture to be falfe in its nature, and 
pernicious in its confequences.’ It is true, conjecture 
is not the moft forcible argument ; but yet it may be 
right. 1 am not fatisfied, however, that you have 
proved the fentiment to be fa//c ; or that it is in your 
power to do it, after granting the firft part of it. As 
to the pernicious confequences which you have difcov- 
ered in it, I may have overlooked*them ; probably, be- 
caufe they are not fo high coloured as the charge. But 
what pernicious confequences can we imagine ve our 
conformity to the apoftlies’ do¢trine, and ftedfa{t con- 
tinuance in it ? Or from following the plain directions 
in God’s word, rather than our own fancied notion of 
hincere obedience, without external conformity ? I think 
you will not pretend to fay, that I have infifted upona 
‘confofmity to the apoftles’ doctrine, which did not in- 
clude fncerity. You cannot fay it without injuring me; 
and contradicting yourfelf.* | vil 


‘ 
* If, as you fay, (p. 12) Linfit upon a perfon’s bzing a real believer ip 


order to his being a proper fubjcct of baptifm, then he muft certain'y 
be /insere. 
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It appears to me, that the particular fentiment now 
in difpute will come tothis point. I am contending for. 
fincere confarmity to the pofitive inftitutions of Chrift, in 
the exaé order in which he has placed them. You are 
pleading for the acceptablenefs of fincere ceviaticns from 
Chrift’s appointments. 
‘To proceed—You obferve, that ¢ it is rrot the exfer- 
nal condué which is pleafing or difpleafing to Chritt ; 
but it is fncerity or infinecrity” Tam far from thinking 
that the itricteft external conformity without fincerity 
would be plealing to him. Yet, I think it reafonable 
to fuppofe, that a fncere external obecience to the poti- 
tive commands of Chrift, muft be more pleafing to him 
than a facere omiffion of them. For, faith he, WAef- 
ever therefore fhall break one of thefe leaf commandments, 
and teach men fo, he foall be called the leaf} in the kingdom 
of heaven : but whofoever fhall Do and TEACH them, tle 
fame fhall be called great in the kingdom of heaven.* Should 
you fay this has fpecial reference to the moral law, it 
will be granted ; but it may not be wholly inapplicable 
to the cafe before us. Therefore, with a little variation, 
I may ule the language of an infpired writer; “ Show 
me thy /icerity without thy external obedience to the ap- 
pointments of Chrift ; and I fhow thee my ficerity 
by my external obedience to them.” 

Whether fancerely departing from God’s pofitive com- 
mands, be as pleating to him as external contor- 
mity, will more fully appear in what follows. 

When God had fent Samuel to anoint Saul king over 
the chofen tribes, he thought proper to try his loyalty, 
by fending him to deftroy the Amalekites, for their 
cruelty to his people when they came up out of Egypr. 
The command was, U/ter/y difiroy all that they have, and 
Spare them not ; but flay both man and woman, infant and 
Juckling, ox and foeep, camel-and afi. Saul went with his 
chofen band, and {pread death and carnage through 
Amalek’s devoted country |! He undoubtedly returned 
from the victorious tield, in full confidence of meeting 
the prophet’s approbation. But while coming, God 

Matt. v. 19. 
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made known to.Sanmel, that Saul had turned back from 


_fallowing When Sateuel-came ferth in the mare- 


him, and thus addrefied Blofled 
had, mot) gome to ithe extent. 
the commandment, yet he might &ncerely tink, as he 
had made ample-provifion for one ef the vicheft facifi- 
cesahat ever {mocked upon the Jewith altar, that ia 
thus deing, thonld be «as well acerpied,' as though 
had wholly. followed the>divine command. We 
gay-fuppole: his foul gimoft in an-ecftafy, fully exped- 
ing the prophet’s benediction ; when, ‘to his furpeife, 
ghe grieved Seer. thus isterr hat meaneth thit 
subich. J bear? Why, she 
people fpared the of the onan, te-de facrifise te 
God Awery, pi indeed | Whe 


‘mould challenge their fincerity ? not necolle® that 


-dut.-with the want-of external-ebedience. I thal. 


pretend to fay that Seul:had any godly fincerity, of 


his. character was. wnimpeachad, -andhe was honoured 
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tarry at Beththemeth, it was: carried to Kirjath-jearim, 
into the: houfe of -Abinadab,.where it was kept for 
‘twenty years, untilk, David) was» eftablifhed upon the . 
throne. After this, he affembled thirty thoufand chofen 
men, witha view to bring God of atree! 
into the city of Davide). 
the priefts, by the ftaves which went, through the rings 
of it. But.as the inftituted mode might appear rather 


inconvenient at this.timey they might think the one _ 


adopted»by the, Philiftines would do as well... And as 
they might’call to mind, that..God delighted more in 
mércy than in ‘facrifice;” both David and his people 
very jncerely concluded, that. it would do to carry it in 
adecent #ewicart. But the way being rough, and the 
udaccuftomed to this hallowed buGinels, fo agitat- 
ed thedfacred ark; that. Uzzah put forth his and 
hold dad. the-anger of the Lord was kindled 
againft Uzzah, and fo bi there for bis: and 
there he died by the ark. 
What,there was, in conduct or 
ef Uzzahj which. was fo offenfive to the Divine Being, 
@$tosnark him out.as a monument of facred.difpleafure, 
is perhaps. unknown to mortals... It is evident that Da- 
vid. did not difcover, any criminality in-the conduct of 
Uzzah; for. if he -had, he would: not have; been dif 
plealed becanfe) the Lord: madea breach upon -him. 
There was at: leaft the appearance of frcere regard, in 
hisattempting to fteady the agitated ark. God 
feeth-not-as..man feeth ; and has ever been jealous for 
his»own honour as which glory he 
give toanother.:. ... 

ama put afudden period. to all, their tuneful numbers. 
An,awtul.fear of the great Jehovah was now impreffed 
@ponitheir minds. . Silent, and retire ond 
leave the ark without the city | . . 

~Wall any: perfon fay that David did not go in the hone 
eerily bis heart ? Let who deny out 
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it may perhaps be difficult for us to difcover any 
real diiference in the defign, or fincerity, of David and 


«his people at this time, or three months after, when 


they brought up the ark into the city of David with 
fhouting. But, we fhall readily difcover a difference in 
their vilible conduct. In the former, they followed 
their own imaginations. In the latter they went ac- 
cording to divine appointment. ‘Their departing from 
the inftituted way, (however fincere) drew on them 
God’s difpleafure. ‘Their obedience to it obtained his 
approbation, If I miftake not, Sir, this imftance is a 
~~ trial of your argument, and it appears to me that 
it fails. 

I have one more obfervation from fcripture to make 
upon this head. If 1 rightly underftand the revealed 
will of God, we are ftriétly forbidden to worfhip any 
creature, however exalted. For it is written, thou fbalt 
worfbip the Lord thy God, and him only fhalt thou ferve.* 

Yet | find that the apoftle John twice. fell down to 
worfhip an angel! 1 hardly think you will fcrupie the 
fincerity ot the beloved difciple upon this occafion. 
The queftion now is, whether it were agreeable to the 
will of Chrift for John to worfhip the angel ? It is evi- 
dent he thought it to be his duty ; and ‘his conduct has 
every appearance of fncerity. Allowing John to be fn- 
eere, and his conduct in this particular inftance agreea- 
ble to the will of Chrift, then the above-mentioned 
prohibition muft be underftood conditionally. « It 1s 
written, thou fhalt worlhip the Lord thy God, and him 
only (halt thou ferve unle/s thou foalt fincerely think it 
duty to worflip a creature. If it were not agreeable to 
the will of Chrift that John fhould worthip the angel, 
then it neceflarily follows, that a good perfon may, in 
the exercife of fincerity, a&t contrary to his will. 

If, to evade the force of this argument, you fhould 
fry, ‘Although John fincerely thought it to be his 
duty to worthip the angel, yet he was undoubtedly — 
muftaken,’ this is to give up the argument: for we 
have always been willing to allow that Chriftians may 
be jincere, and yet be miftaken as to the will of Chrif. 


* Matt, iv, xo. 
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That this was the cafe, with either John,.or the angel, 
is abundantly evident. And m order to fave your ar- 
gument from falling, it appears neceflary to be proved, 
either that it was agreeable to the will of Chri(t for 
John to worihip the angel; or, that he was infincere 
in attempting it. Until one or the other is made out, 
we fliall conclude he Ancerely attempted to do that, 
which was exprefsly forbidden in the revealed will of 
God. Many more inftances might be produced, but 
the preceding are thought fufficient, to thow the ab- 
furdity of confidering fincerity of heart as actual con- 
formity to the will of Chrift, with refpect to his pofitive 
inftitutions. 

In purfuing your argument you conclude, thofe per- 
fons differ from Chrift, who ‘ fuppofe, that a good tree 
may bring forth corrupt fruit. ‘They certainly do, if 
the words are taken in a proper fenfe. But if by the 
good tree we underftand a Chriftian, including all his 
exercifes both of fleth and fpirit, it is not true, that 4e 
cannot bring forth corrupt fruit. ‘To deny this, would be 
to affert that he is in a ftate of finlefs perfection : for 
all imperfect and depraved creatures can and do fin. 

Now if good men have fome holy, and fome /e/fife 
defires ; and are fometimes governed by pure, and 
fometimes by corrupt motives; how are we to kaow 
which of thele govern their conduct, when they plead 
their fincerity in departing from God’s appointments ? 

I conclude, Proteitants in general look upon Celvin 
as a good man ; but as a free he bore fome fruit, which 
the tafte of a modern Chriftian would not call good : 
particularly his unchriftian refentment, and inhuman 
treatment of Servetus.* It is evident that_Calvin, in 


* This learned and ingenious Spaniard was born at Villeneuva, in 
Aragon, 1509. He ftudied the civil law at Toulous, where he began 
to read the fcriptures, and to be fond of trinitarian notions, He foon 
became refolved to retire nto Germany and fet up fora refurmer, He 
there printed two traéts, De Trinitatis erroribus, and Dialogorumn de 
‘T'rinitate, libri duo ; this fpread his name throughout all Europe. 
After this, Servetus returned to Paris, and was admitted a docor of 
phyfic in the univerfity there. Here a correfpondence betwist Calvin 
and him commenced, which was kept up for fixteen ycars: notwith- 
flanding which, he continued in his former opinion, and refolved to 


publith a third work in favour of it ; this came out at Vienna, in 3533, 
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this piece of .conduct, thought he was doing God fer- 
vice. ‘To fuppofe the contrary, and that he was not 
fincere, would be to fuppofe him a much greater mon/Jer 
thanhe reprefented Servetus. Allowing this to be an 
act of fincerity, and the queftion is fair before us, Was 
it ngneenye to the will of Chrift, for Calvin thus to 
periecute Servetus ? If you fhould an{fwer in the neg- 
ative, you give up your theory ; if you ihould anfwer 
in the affirmative, then it will necefflarily follow, that 
if it were the will of Chrift two hundred and forty 
years ago, that antitrinitarians and anabaptiits thould be 
burnt, merely for their fentiments, it undoubtedly is 


agreeable to his will now, as he is the fame yeiterday, 
to-day, and forever. 


Inthe mild reign of Edward VI. king of England, 
but two perfons fuifered for their religious fentiments. 
And although thefe perfons were both put to death, [ do 
not find that they were charged with any other crime, 
than differing in opinion from the ruling party. 


with this title, Chriftianifmo Reftitutio, &e¢ without his name ; but 
Calvin took care tv inform the Roman Catholicks in France who was 
the author. On this Servetus was iinprifoned, and would ce: tainly 
have been burned then, if he had not made his efcape. He propofed to 
retire to Naples, bute was imprudent enough to go through Geneva, 
where he was feized on Calvin's information, and profecuted for herefy. 
All his public writings and private lettcrs to Calvin, were ranfacked for 
every thing that could be ftrained to a bad fenfe ; in confequene of 
which “the unfortunate Servetus was burned alive, OG. 27th, 1553, 
“ to thé'cternal fhame of his inconfiftent brutal reformed perfecutors.” 
Servetus was a man of great acutenefs, of prodigious lcarning, and 
admirably fkilled in his own profeffion.—See Calvin's Life, Glafgow 
edition, p. 17, 19—and Northouck’s Biographical Dictionary. 
~ Calvin's hiftorian informs us, that the death of Servetus raifed fuch 
a flame, as fet« Poland, Tranfylvania-and Hungary all on fire ; which 
he fuppofed Servetus to have foretold by the fpirit of the devi'. This 
controverly led many rationally to ingaire, whether hercticks ought to 
be put to death, or left to the judgment of Gud? 


That Servetus was an antitrinitarian will not be denied. ‘This 
probably was the greateft caufe of Calvin’s oppofition to him, but not 
the whole : for he confidered him as a “ moniter compefed of many 
ancient and prodigious herefies.” He calls him an anabaptifl, and has 
atrempted to anfwcr twenty arguments brought by Servetus againit 
infant baptifm,—Infitut, Chrift, Relig p, 649. 
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The former of thefe was Joan Rocher, comimonly 


enlled Joan of Kent.* Archbifhop Cranmer was em- 
sloyed to perfuade the young king to fign the warrant 
her. He ufed which ferved 
rather to filence, than fatisfy the kmg. But at length 
he did it with tears in his eyes, telling Cranmer, that if 
he did wrong, fince it was in fubmiffien to his authori 
ty, he thould anfwer for it to God. ‘This made fuch an 
impreffion upon the mind of the bifhep, that he ufed far- 
ther means for her conviction; but as fhe obftinately 
continued in her fentiments, fhe was finally burnt 
alive. 

That Cranmer was fucerein this piece of condakt, we 
have the teftimony of bifhop Barret, who fays, ** One 
thing was certain, that what he did in this matter flow- 
ed from no cruelty of temper in him, no man being 
farther from that black difpofition of mind ; but it was 
truly the effect of thofe principles, by which he govern- 
‘ed himfelf."+ | 

I confefs here is a difficulty in my mind (and proba- 
bly may be in many others) to conceive, how this con- 
duct could be agreeable to the all-merciful Redeemer, 
who came not to deftroy men’s lives, but to fave them. It is 


not to be believed from any thing which Chrift has 


faid ; but merely becaufe it was the frncere opinion of. 


an archbifhop ! I have no difficulty im believing the 
fincerity of Cranmer, but I have not yet attained to the 
faith of affurance, that his conduct was agreeable to the 
revealed will of Chritt. 

It may alfo be obferved, that Mr. John Rogers, that 
famous martyr, cordially confented to the burning of 
Joan of Kent. “For (faith Mr. Fox) when the Pro 
teftant bifbops had refolved to put her to death, a friend 
of Mr. John Rogers, the divmity-reader in St. Paul’s 
church, came to him, earneftly defiring him to ufe his 
intereft with the archbithop, that the poor woman’s 


* The other was George Van Pare, a Dutchman ; he was burnt in 
Smithfield, April 25, 1551. He fuffered with great conftancy of mind, 
and kiffed the ftake and faggots that were to burn him. He is faid to 
have been a man of uncommon ftri&nefs of life and devotion. ‘Thefe 
perfons were both Baptifts. Vide Hilt. Reform. Vol. ii lib. i, p. 112. 


+ Ibid. 
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life might be. fpared, and other means ufed to prevent 
the {fpreading of her opinions.—Rogers on the other 
hand pleaded, fhe ought to be put to death. Well, 
then, fays his friend,* if you are refolved to put an ‘end 
to her life, together with her opinion, choofe fome 
other kind of death, more agreeable to the gentlenefs 
and mercy prefcribed in the gofpel; there being ro 
need that fuch tormenting deaths thould be taken up 
in imitation of the papifts. Rogers anfwered, that 
burning alive was no cruel death, but eafy enough. His 
friend then hearing thefe words, which exprefied fo 
little regard to poor creatures’ fufferings, anfwered him 
with great vehemence—iVell, perhaps it may fo happen, 
that you yourfelf foall have yeur hands full of this mild buru- 
ing. And {fo it came to pafs 3 and Rogers was the firft 
anan who was burnt in Queen Mary’s time.” 

This Rogers (fays Vierce) was a nonconfurmif?, and 
avery excellent man, and died nobly in the caufe of 
Chrift 5 but this darbarity of his deferves to be expol- 
ed; and the rather, becaufeGod in his providence feems 
to have fhewn his great difpleafure again{t it.”+ If 
this indeed were the cafe, it could not be agreeable to 
the will of Chrift. 

It is quite remarkable, that Cranmer, Ridley, and 
Rogers, who had a principal hand in burning thefe two 
perions inthe reign of Edward, were all burnt in the 
jucceeding reign of Mary. 

I do not mention thele things with a view of glory- 
ing in the fufferings of my own denomination, nor for 
the fake of reproaching others; but to fhow what 
enormous cruelties good men may practife, under the 
Jpecious Show of godly jincerity and a zeal for the truth. 


* Suppofed to be Fox himfelf. 
+ Pierce's Anfwerto Nichols, p. 33, in Crofby. 
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SECTION VII. 


Whether there be any Morality in © Externals’ or © Senti- 
ments ; and whether fincerity of heart fecures the judg- 
nent from error ; briefly confidered. 


SIR, you have anticipated an objection againft 
your theory ; i. e. ¢ That a good intention will fanctify 
a wicked action.’ We fhall only notice two things in 
your anfwer. Firft you fay, ‘That mere externals are 
neither holy nor finful, is evident from this confidera- 
tion, that the /ame modes of external condué¢t are con- 
vertible to both good and bad purpofes.* But, Sir, is 
there no morality in good and bad purpofes ? You feem 
to convert them neither to one or the. other, but to a 
{tate of indifferency. I fuppofe the fame external 
modes of conduct may be the ¢ expreffions both of holy 
and finful affections.’ But this by no means proves, 
that there is no morality in our external conduct. If 
we are rational agents (and we certainly are) whatever 
mode of external conduct we purfue, muft be our choice; 
rather than any other ; and how this can be without 
morality, I am totally at a lofs. 

I conclude, Sir, that you will allow that eating bread 
and drinking wine, are external acts ; but if there be 
no morality in them, it is hardly worth while to waite 
our time in a difpute about fuch trifling things, I do 
not conclude, however, that the morality of the aét is 
merely in mafticating bread, ‘or in {wallowing -wine, 
which a brute may do as well as an intelligent agent 5 
but the circumftances which lead us to choofe and adopt 
this particular mode of conduét, undoubtedly. tinge the 
a with morality. 

Your other obfervation which I fhall take notice of, 
is the following, that * There is nothing of a moral 
nature in mere fentiments os mere externals.” It by 
* mere fentiments,’ you mean no more, than thofe fugi- 
tive thoughts which flutter upon the furface of the 


Marginal Note, p. 24. 
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brain, as butterflies do in the fun-beams, we fhall not — 
contend. But, if by /entiment, we underftand that re. 
fult of the mind which leads us on to external acts, we 
fhall undoubtedly find that it is connected with the 
heart, as well as the head. The fool hath /aid, not in 
his head, but in dis heart, there is no God. This is his 
fentiment, and a very innocent one it is, if deftitute of 
morality. 

¥ou will permit me to add a remark from a very 
fentimental writer. Saith he, “ Error in judgment and 
fentiment; efpecially in things of a moral nature, is al- 
ways wrong ; and does not confift or originate merely 
in any defect of the moral faculties of the mind ; but 
is. of a moral nature, in which the tafte, affection, or in- 
clination of the heart is concerned ; and therefore is 
always, in every degree of it, morally wrong, and more 
or lefscriminal. “"Werethe moral faculties of the mind, 
were the heart, perfectly right, man would not be capa- 
ble of errar, or of: judging wrong, or making any mil- 
take, efpecially in things of religion. ‘The natural fac- 
ulties.of the mind, confidered as feparate from the in- 
chination or will, do not: lead, and have no tendency in 
themfelves, to judge wrong, or contrary to the truth of 
things. To do fo, isto judge without evidence, and 
contrary to it, which the.mind never wouldor could do, 
were not the inclination or heart concerned in it, fo as 
to have influence, which muft be a wrong inclination, 
and:contrary to truth andto evidence ; therefore is 
morally wrong or criminal.” 

“Therefore, alb the miftakes and wrong opinions 
which men entertain refpecting the dodfrines, in/litutions 
and duties revealed in. the bible, are criminal, and of a 
bad tendency.”* If this reafoning be true, it cannot 
be faid:that there is nothing of a mera/ nature in our 
fentiments. 
_ I conclude that the bible exhibits a fair fyftem of 
truth, fupported by rational evidence ; and were it not 
fer the blindnefs of the human Aeart, and the prejudices 
accalioned by finfil affections, men would yield theit 
cheerful affent to truth, in exact proportion to the 


Hopkins’s Sy. Tecatife:om the: Millen. Vol, 11. p. 61. 
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dence laid before them ; and would not choofe darkne/s 
rather than light. It is believed that good men, (how- 
ever they may differ in opinion here) in the coming 
{tate will fee eye to eye: perhaps not owing fo much 
to the fuperior light of truth, as to their being delivered 
from thofe finful affections which oppofe the truth. 
This obfervation will appear evident from this confider- 
ation, that thofe who have the greateft advantages to 
know the truth, often appear to be moft oppofed to it. 
‘The Jews, who had the oracles of God, and confequent- 
ly the beft information refpeéting the Meffiah, when he 
was preached to them, oppofed and blafphemed, while 
the Gentiles believed. 

Upon fuppofition, that ‘there is nothing of a moral 
nature in mere fentiments,’ why is vndelief a crime ? or 
why is a man to blame for being an infidel ? this is a 
mere fentiment. In fhort, why do we blame the Jews 
for accufing and delivering Chrift to be crucified ? It 
is evident they did not believe him to be the Son of 
God. The apoftle Peter, after charging them with 
killing the Prince of Life, faid tothem ; Now, brethren, 
Lawot that through ignorance ye did it, as did alfo yout 
rulers.* Saint Paul fuppofed that they did not know 
him to be the Mefliah ; for, faid he, None of the princes 
of this world knew it: for had they known it, they 
would not have crucified the Lord of Glory.t No, they 
would have been fhocked at the horrid thought ! But 
their /entiments were that he was a deceiver,mnd a blaf- 
phemer ; and they had a /aw given them by Mofes 
againft fuch, and by this law they faid he ought to die. 
And their external condué# was to put him to death. 
Now where was their criminality ? You will probably. 
fay it originated in their hearts, ¢ where all real crimi- 
nality is to be found.’ It. will be granted. . And did 
not their fentiments originate there likewife'? Out of 
the HEART proceed evil thoughts, murders, &c. and not 
out of the head as unconnected with it. r 

In order to apply the foregoing obfervations to. the 
Gibjeét before us, we are willing to acknowledge, that 
‘we do not think a man to blame, for fincerely acting 


iii, 17. ¢ 1 Cor. ii. 8. 
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scars fy his con{cience, although it be ever fo erro- 
neous. But he may be exceedingly to blame, for hav- 
ing an erroneous confcience. If we do not improve 
the beft means of information which we are favoured 
with, we are certainly to blame for the neglect. 

It is a maxim in civil law, ¢ That a man is obliged to 
know it at his peril.’ This holds good with regard to 
the divine law. The man who tranfpreffed the law of 
Mofes through ignorance, however decors, was never- 
thelefs guilty ; and when it came to his knowledge he 
was obliged to offer a facrifice.* And he who killed 
his neighbour at unawares, without in the leaft defign- 
ing his death, was neverthelefs doomed to fuffer a cer- 
tain punifhment ; for, to be confined to a particular 
city, without permiflion upon any occafion to go out 
until the death of the high-prieft, cannot be accounted 
otherwife.+ 

Upon the whole, what reafon can be given for our 
conftruing the divine law differently ? Or why fhould 
one man fee a revealed truth, and another under equal 
advantages fhould not; unlefs the latter be under 
the influence of moral blindnefs? If the pofitive in- 
ftitutions of the gofpel are fufficiently plain (as they un- 
doubtedly are) why fhould we read and underftand the 
fame bible fo very differently ?, I cannot think we are 
both right. If Chrift has commanded his people to 
dedicate their infant-feed to him in baptifm, then we 
muft conclade that all the Baptift churches are in an 
error in this particular. On the other hand, if the gof- 
pel teacheth us, that with the Jear¢ man believeth unto 
righteoufnefs, and with the mouth confeffion is made unto 
falvation ; and that this confeflion is to be made by 
every candidate for baptifm; then we muft fuppofe our 
i Pedobaptift brethren are in an error, in not infifting 
rf upon the fame vifible qualifications which the apoitles 
| ‘did. In thort, can it be fuppofed that the fame divine 
' law, which enjoins either the one or the other, can ap- 
prove'of the neglect? If not, it muf neceflarily fol- 
low, that if ‘you are right, we are wrong ; and {fo vice 
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Bat it is often faid by our opponents, ‘ We are will- 
ing to acknowledge your baptiim to be valid, and why 
cannot you be as /iberal with refpect to ours ?” Weare 
forry to bear the charge of illiberality ; but had much 
rather do it than violate our confciences. When per- 
fons are fo liberal, as to be willing to divide and mangle 
an inftitution of Chrift, in order to accommodate a pain- 
ful difpute ; while it feems to fhow a condefcending 
temper in them, it at the fame time excites a fulpicion 
of the juffice of their caufe.e This kind of liberality of 
fentiment naturally leads us to recollect an inftance re- 
corded in ancient hiftory, concerning two women wlio 
came to a certain king, to decide a controverly between 
them refpecting a /iving child. Each contended. that 
fhe was the frue mother, and that the child was her’s. 
For a time, their claims appeared equally founded, un- 
til at length the wife king called for a {word, and pro- 
pofed to divide the living child, and give half to the 
one and half to the other! The woman whofe the 
child was, could by no means confent ; but would 
either have it alive undivided, or elfe give it up fo to 
the other : but the other faid, Let it be neither mine ner 
thine, but divide it. To have divided the child, would 
have deftroyed its exiftence : So to divide an inftitution 
of Chrift, is to make it mean any thing, and every 
thing, and confequently nothing. For when a divine 
law is fuppofed to be conditional, and is to be left to 
the judgment or fancies of men to determine, whether 
one mode of obedience be not as acceptable as another, 
it of courfe lofes its authority, and ceafes to be a law. 

From the above argument it will not be concluded, 
that one man has a right to dictate, or prefcribe a mode 
of obedience for another: for to our own Mafler we 
Jtand or fall. Neverthelefs, the divine law is not con- 
ditional, but abfolute ; and its reqyirements muft be 
fixed and determinate, although we may not underftand 
them. ONE Law /ball be to Sim that is home born, and 
unto the firanger that fojourneth among you. 

To conclude this Seétion, dear Sir, I with you feri- 
oufly to confider your arguments upon fincerity, wheth- 
er you have not carried the matter too ; and 
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whether they are not calculated in fome inftances, te 
differve the caufe of Chrift, and ftrengthen the hands 
ef error. For admitting that either you or we are in 
an error with refpect to one of the inftitutions of Chrift, 
yet as your fentiments aflure us, that if we fincerely 
think we are right, * We are as well accepted in the 
fight of God, as if our external conduct had been ac- 
cording to his appointments,’ fhall we not be apt to 
releafe ourfelves from a painful inquiry into the evi- 
dences for, and againft our particular fentiments 3 and 
conclude to flide {moothly on, in the good old way 
which our fathers went ; and, perhaps, have no higher 
reafon to believe it to be right, than becaufe ¢hey be- 
lieved it to be fo? | 

It is often faid, ‘When we get to heaven, we fhall 
not be afked what particular principles we were of’ 


This objection implies too great an indifferency to the 


requirements of’ truth ; and leads us to fuppofe that 
many determine to get to heaven as cheap as they can. 
And whenever perions would wifh a releafe from the 
toil of inquiry, and expenfe of retraction, they may im- 
prove your arguments as a cordial auxiliary. | 

But were we even to grant fincerity to be a term of 
communion, yet fhould we not be obliged to fix upon 
fume external a¢éts of obedience, as evidential of fincer- 
ity 2? Or are we to judge a man to be fincere by the 
looks of his face ? Or by the tincture of his thoughts ? 
Or are we to believe it becaufe he profeffes to be fin- 
cere? Perhaps the man was never yet found propa- 
gating any fentiment of religion whatever, who would 
own himielf infincere. 

If fAncerity be the only thing fought for, and agree- 
ment in fentiment unneceffary to Chriftian fellow/hip, 
then we may open the door wide, and receive all who 
appear to be fincere, however erroneous, and by what- 
ever names diftinguifhed, wherever they appear fincere. 

Perhaps there is no one aét in the circle of Chriftian 
duty, which expreffes more fellowthip, than communi- 
cating at the Lord’s table. And if we can occafionally 
communicate together, why can we not ftatedly ? We 


idhallialio be led farther to inquire; upon what principle 
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is Separation to be juftified ? Why did the Proteftants 
come out from the church of Rome ? There were una, 
doubtedly many fincere Chriftians in that church, not- 
withftanding the body of clergy might be thought to 
be corrupt. Why did the diffenters leave the church 
of England, and the independents the prefbyterians, and 
thefe diffent one from another ? It would be unchar- 
itable to fuppofe, that there were not many fincere 
Chriftians in thofe churches. Objections fimilar to 
thofe now mentioned have in fact taken place. 

When pref/byterianifm was about to be eftablifhed by 
the Britifh government, the allembly of divines at Weft- 
minfter appointed a committee to hear and anfwer the 
petition of thofe who fhould not conform to the gov- 
ernment. 

To thefe the independents prefented their requeft, 
Dec. 4th, 1645, which was only this : ‘That they may 
not be forced to communicate as members in thofe par- 
ifhes where they dwell ; but may have liberty to have 
congregations of fuch perfons who give good teftimony 
of their godlinefs, and yet out of a tendernefs of con- 
‘icience cannot communicate in their parifhes, but do 
voluntarily offer themfelves to join in fuch congrega- © 
tions. 

To this the affembly gave a flat denial, Dec. 15th. 
The independents, unwilling to lofe the privileges of the 
eftablifhment, made the following conceflion. ‘That 
they would maintain occafional communion in their 
churches.” But ftill their prefbyterian brethren would 
not allow them feparate congregations. ‘They rather | 
improved this compliance, to itrengthen their argu- 
ments againtt granting fuch liberty. “ If (fay they) 
they may occafionally exercife thefe aéts of communion 
with us once, a fecond, ora third time, without fin ; 
we know no reafon why it may not be ordinarily with- 
out fin, and then feparation and church-gathering 
would have been needlefs. ‘To feparate from thole 
churches ordinarily and vifibly, with whom occafional- 
ly you may join without fin, feemeth to be a moft. un- 
juft feparation.”* 


tried and condemned, p. 25, 27, 28, Crofby, 
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Every candid reader will judge, whether the quef- 
tions now fuggeited, are not involved inthe idea of 
occafional communion, upon the term of fincerity. 
Another interefting queftion appears to be connected, 
viz. Whether it be confiftent to communicate with any 
perfon, or body of Chriitians, with whom we could not 
unite in full fellowfhip, as members of the fame church ? 
If there be any act more folemn, more expreflive of 
unity and agreement, let it be pointed out! For per- 
fons to feparate from each other, merely on account of 
difagreement in fentiment, and yet hold occafional com- 
munion (which exprefles their agreement) is the height 
of abfurdity. | 

Upon the whole, if ‘ baptifm was prior to coming to 
the Lord’s table in the apoftolic praétice’ (which you 
have acknowledged, p. 13)—if it was then an immer- 
sfion upon a profeffion of faith, which I truft has 
been made out in the preceding pages; and ne 
{cripture evidence appearing to the contrary; then 
you will not blame us for continuing in the apoftolic 
doéirine, and for endeavouring carefully to imitate 
their praétice. Hence it is probable our objections 
may continue, until proof fhall be made out from the 
word of God, that the apoftolic church did admit per- 
fons to her communion merely, upon the footing of /- 
cerity, without any regard to the external. mode of their | 
ebedience to Chrift’s other appointments, 


SECTION 


Whether the Divine Condu& towards us be the Rule o 
“Duty towards eur Chriflian Brethren, rather than God's 
revealed Wili ; briefly confidered. 
| Ir will be readily granted, that fome parts of the 
“divine conduct are to be imitated by all who love God. 
Yet our obligation to be followers of God as dear children, 
does not originate fo much from. what he dos, as from 
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what he commands. Therefore, we are not to imitate 
‘he divine conduét, in any thing which would lead us 
contrary to his revealed will. 

There are fome parts of the divine conduct, which it 
would be highly improper for us to attempt to imitate ; 
fuch as the following : He fufpended the eftablifhed 
laws of nature, “ ard held the falling day,” until Ifrael 
hdd gained the victory over his enemies. /7e arrefted 
Jordan in its courfe, and compelled its waters to retire, 
and made a paflage for his chofen tribes. Ze opened 
the mouth of Balaam’s afs, and caufed the ftupid brute 
to reprove the more brutifh prophet. He commanded 
Abraham, as a teft of his love and obedtence, to offer 
up his beloved fon for a facrifice ; and it is certain he 
highly approved of Abraham’s conduct, and blefled his 
unreferved obedience. I prefume no one will infer 
from this, that we are to exprefs our love to God by 
facrificing our children to him. God has at feveral 
times deftroyed his enemies by fire from heaven; but 
when the two difciples were defirous of punithing the 
ungrateful Samaritans in the fame way, Jefus reproved 
their blind zeal, and told them plainly, they knew got 
what {pirit they were of.* 

Inftances might be roultiplied from icripture, to fhow, 
that the divine conduct is not in all cafes the rule of our 
duty ; but you have fuppofed one, which you conclude 
iS worthy of our imitation—lIt fhall now be the fubjeét 
of owr inquiry. 

You take it for granted, that God communes with 
the Pzdobaptifts at his holy table ; and hence atk, 
‘Why cannot you commune with thofe at the table, 
with whom God communes?’ As this queftion was 
anticipated in m@ other Piece, you have from thence 
introduced the following reply; i.e. ‘ It is not what 
God can or does do, but his revealed will, which is the 
tule of our duty.’ On this you obferve, ‘I hope, Sir, 
I fhall never object to your making the revealed will af 
God the rule of your duty. But this, Sir, is:a past 
of his revealed will, Be ye followers of God, as dear chil- 
And if God. be willing te commune with 

Gen, 1%. 34. 2% Kings 10, ix. 54 
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baptifts, why fhould you be wawi/ling to imitate his ex- 


ample in this refpeét !’ 

You will permit me, Sir, to inquire, whether you fin- 
cerely think, that the apoftles had particular reference 
to communion at the Lord’s table, when he exhorted 
the Ephefians to be followers of God? If he had not, it 


affords no groof for your argument. If this were his 


object, he muft be underftood as addreffing them in the 
following manner: Brethren, God communes with 
you, and why cannot you commune with one another ? 
Be ye followers of God, as dear children. But was the 
church of Ephefus at this early period fo divided, that 
they did not hold viiible communion together ? Were 
there then inthe church Padobaptitts, and Anti-pado- 
baptifts, who had fet up feparate communions ? When 
this is fairly proved, we ought to believe it. You go 
on to fay—* Suppofing that the Padobaptifts are really 
in an error ; if Chrift does not view the error as fo 
eflential, but that HE will commune with them, why 
fhould you? Is the fervant greater than his lord ? 
By no means: for the fervant knoweth not what his lord 
docth. And although he giveth rules to his fervants to 
regulate their conduct by ; yet he is not particularly 
bound by thein himielf. But you feem to fuppofe, that 
Chrift communes with you in a certain fenfe, in which 
we are unwilling to. But how are we to underftand 
you ? Surely not that Chrift comes perfonally among 
you, or that he actually communes with you in the 
bread and wine ? If not, we muft fuppofe it is {piritu- 
ally; i.e. he may own and blefs you, notwith{tand- 
ing there may be fome imperfeétions in your obedience. 
But are we unwilling to commune with you fpiritually ? 
Have not all good men, as far as they have the knowl- 
edge of each other, communion in this fenfe ? And do 
they not heartily approve of alt fincere Chriftians, as 
far as they view them walking in the truth ? We may 
not from hence infer, that Chrift approves of the 
errors of any, or that the moft profufe charity requires 


-it of us. | 
- To fuppofe that the Pzedobaptifts are in an esror, 


and that this is of fucha nature that Chnift could not 
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commune with or blefs them, would it not be to fup- 

fe it fatal, and inconfiftent with their eternal falva- 
tion ? And fhould it be granted, ‘ that God communes 
at his table with the pure in heart of both denomina- 
tions,” yet never in fuch a fenfe as to approve of the 
errors of either. - 

That God has communed with, or bleffed good men, 
notwithftanding they were guilty of fome errors, will 
appear from what follews :—lIt is faid of Solomon, that 
he loved the Lord, and walked in the ftatutes of David 
his father 5 only he facrificed and burnt incenfe in high 
places. The fame is faid of Jehoafh, and Jotham, that 
they did that which was right in the fight of the Lord : but 
the high places were not taken away: the people fill facrificed 
and burnt incenfe in the high places.* We can here only | 
conceive, that God approved of what was right according . 
to his commandments ; while he wholly condemned 
their facrifices in high places and groves. 

When the ordinance of the paffover had not for a 
long time been obferved as it was written; king Heze- 
kiah iffued his proclamation, fummoning all Ifrael to 
attend the folemn feaft. But when the people came 
together, many of them had not thofe external qualifi- 
cations which the ordinance required ; and confequent- 
ly did eat the paffover otherwife than it was written: but 
Hezekiah prayed for them, faying, The good Lord pardon 
every one that prepareth his heart to feek Ged, the Lovd God 
of his fathers, though he be not cleanfed according to the puri- 
fication of the fanGuavy.+ Hence it is evident, that they 
weré in fome degree guilty, for omitting thofe external 
pre-requilites which the ordinance required 3 notwith- 
ftanding they prepared their Aearts to feek the Lord. 
If this were not the cafe, they could not have needed 
a pardon, for this ever fuppofes guilt. ‘Thus while they 
experienced the divine approbation in preparing their 
hearts to feek God, they needed his pardon for fome 
external omiffions. 

You will recollect, Sir, that you have given it as your 
opinion, * That the efence of baptifm does not confift in 


* x Kings iii 3. 2 Kings xii. 2, 3, and xv. 34, 35- 
+ 2 Chron. xxx. 18, 19. 
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4 amy one particular mode whatever.” Undoubtedly this 

| may be faid, with as much propriety, refpecting com- 

| munion ; that the efence of it does not confift in an 

| particular mode whatever ; but in right affections of 
heart. 

If this obfervation be juft, that the eflence of an 
ordinance dces not confilt in the externals of it, but in 
. fincerity of heart ; and that Chriftian communion does 

not require agreement in fentiment, but only a union of 

‘ affections and defires ;’ in this fenle, I prefume, the 
| Baptifts and Pedobaptifts do cordially commune. 
In remarking upon the motto of my other Piece, 
i you have faid, * There muft be a union betwen God 
. and man, or they cannot commune together—there 
; muft be a cordial union. We muft love the fame ob- 
i jects which God loves, and hate that which he hates.’ 
You fuppofe, ‘ the fame kind of agreement is effential 
to our walking togetlter.’ Now, Sir, if this cordial af- 
' fection and union can fully exift, and we difagree in 
| one divine inftitution, why can it not, and we difagrce 
| in another ? Why is it thought more effential to our 
: Chriftian fellowthip and union to be agreed in the or- 
. dinance of the fupper, than in the ordinance of bap- 
| tiim ? Or are there any reafons for exalting the former 
4 fo much above the latter ? If agreement in fentiment 
; be neceflary to our Chriftian fellowfhip, then it can be 
of no confequence for us to be agreed in the ordinance 
of the fupper. For according to this argument, two 
perfons or churches may enjoy mutual communion to- 
gether, although one of them (hould partake of the 
bread and wine, and the other fit by at the fame time 
and not partake. 

Upon the whole, I fee nothing to forbid this conclu- 
fion, ‘That we do commune with the Pzdobaptifts in 
the fame fenfe which God does. We may not indeed 
in the fame degree, as we have not the fame degree of 
knowledge, with refpect to their conformity to his mora! 
image, or pofitive requiremenits ; but fo far as we fee 


them bearing the image of sruth, fo far we love and cf- 
teem them, | 
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But, Sir, do you conceive that God communes with 
you in a higher, or different fenfe, in the ordinance of 
the fupper, than what he does in the ordinance of bap- 
tifm? If not, why may you not draw an argument 
equally forcible from that, to urge us to a compliance 
with your mode of baptifm ? I am willitg to own, that 
I am enthufiaftic enough to believe, that God as really 
manifefts his all-approving prefence with us in the ordi- 
nance of bapti/m, as in that of the /upper. But, fhould 
we from hence urge the propriety of your adopting our 
mode of baptifm, without producing any other proof in 
fupport of it, would you think the argument conclufive ? 
Moft certainly you would not. 

You have taken it for granted, -that God com- 
munes with the Pzdobaptifts, and that his example 
is worthy of imitation. But have we not as much rea- 
fon to believe, that the baptifm of Chrift by an immer- 
fion in Jordan, was defigned as an example for believ- 
ers through every age, as that his communing with your 
denomination is defigned as an example for us to imi- 
tate ? But, the /acrilegious practice of imitating Jefus 
Chrift in his baptifm, has been loudly exploded, by 
the united efforts of two learned gentlemen,* in a 
publication with this extraordinary title, Zhe Bapti/m 
of Fefus Chrift, not to be imitated by Chriftians.” A perfon 
cannot reflect upon this title a moment, without con- 
cluding, that fome Pzdobaptifts cautioufly endeavour 
not to imitate the baptifm of Jefus Chrift! We can 
hardly forbear afking, Whodo they mean to imitate ? 
Surely not John ; for they fay he was under the /aw. 
Not Chrift, becaufe he was baptized before his death. 
Not Philip, and the Eunuch, for they went down both 
INTO THE WATER. Not the primitive church ; for we 
are authorized, upon the teftimony of Pedobaptifts 
themfelves, to fay, that immerfion was the univerfal prac- 
tice (except in particular cafes) for nearly thirteen hun- 
dred years after the Chriftian zra. 

We cheerfully acknowledge that this is not the cafe 
with us ; for we do really endeavour to imitate the bap- 
tifm of Chrifi ; nor did we ever yet feel confcious of 


* firs Fifth and Crane. 
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reproof, for the prefumptuous act! It is an argument 
of no {mall weight in the minds of many, that our 
baptifm is an imitation of mis, who has taught us to 
take up our crofs and FOLLOW HIM. Were it not ne- 
ceflary to invite you to follow an example fo evidently 
defigned for imitation, I migit addrefs you in the fpon- 
taneous language of a text preffed into your fervice ; 
Be ye followers of God, as dear children. 

Should you think the queftion not fully anfwered by 
what has been already obferved, and ftill inquire, < If 
God communes with the Pzdobaptifts, why fhould you 
be unwilling to follow his example ?—I would with to 
afk, Whether you would think it duty for us to be fol- 
lowers of God, otherwife than according to the rules 
laid down in his word? You will permit me to remind 
you, that you have acknowledged, that thofe rw/es re- 
quire baptifm antecedent to communion. ‘This is evi- 
dently your meaning when you fay, ‘I do not deny that 
aptiim was prior to coming to the Lord’s table in the 
apoftolic practice. I fuppofe it was.’ I fuppofe fo too, 
Sir ; and would beg to know, whether there has been 
any different ru/e of practice eftablithed fince ? If fo, 
by whom was it done, and by what authority ? If the 
{yftem of infpiration was clofed by the apoftles, then 
undoubtedly the practice of the church, as recorded by 
them, is a proper rude for us. ‘To this-you feem to af- 
fent (though with a degree of caution) when you fay, 
‘ I allo fuppofe their example to be worthy of imitation 
in like circumftances.’ As if fome circumftances might 
take place, which might make it neceffary to alter the 
mode or order of divine inftitutions. But, Sir, if inftitu- 
tions are divine, it is not in the power of circum fances, 
however combined, or any thing elfe fhort of the power 
which made them, to alter either mode or order. Some 
circuimftamces may render it neceflary to omit, but never 
to alter an inftitution. ‘The moment we alter an infti- 
tution, we deftroy its authority. It can no longer 
claim the high privilege of a divine origin ; but mutt 
be looked upon as the bafe-born otfspring of human 
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‘hat there can be circumftances in our prefent fitua- 
tion which may render it neceffary, or even juftifiable, 
to depart from the apofolic practice, I cannot conceive. 


+ Yet here we are not fo happy as to be agreed in opin- 
ion; for you fay—‘I am not certain that there can be 


no circumftances in which it might be lawful to admit 
to the Lord’s fupper prior to baptifm.’  Efpecially if 
the mode of baptifm be immerfion. ‘ For a real Chrif- 
tian may for many years be fubjected to fuch bodily 
diforders, that it would be prefumption’ rather than 


, duty, to be plunged all under water ; and yet at certain 
times he might be able to attend the ordinance of the 


Lord’s fupper.. And muft he be debarred this privilege, 


_or forbidden this dutys merely becaufe he is unable .to 


be immerfed ?’* 
It, appears «to me, Sir, that you draw conclufions 


without premifes. For you {uppofe we debar a perfon 


from a privilege in one inftance becaule he is unable to 
do his duty in another.; I fuppofe you are miftaken. in 
-both. For firft, 1 do; not believe that God reqnires 
‘any duty of his creatures, which his holy, ptovidence has 
rendered them unable to perform; which. is the fu 
pofed cafe with regard to baptifm.. Nor fecondly, do I 
believe that it is, the duty or privilége of any perfon to 
attend one facred ordinance; while God. in his provi- 
dence prevents his attending another, which has a prior 
_claim on his obedience ; and while the /atter, by ‘ apof- 
_tolic practice,’ is:a neceflary. qualification for the former. 
This idea you have fully illuftrated in your next page, © 
_ where you obferve, that * Many things which are or- 
_ ginarily incumbent duties are not fo in all circumftam 
_ obfervation appears perfectly juft, and the 
very circumftance you have mentioned of the perfon’s 
being unbaptized, renders it inconfiftent with duty for 
him tp.partake,of the Lord’s fupper. 

For tc an as eafily conceive of its being a perfon’s 
duty, OF, press to go to mecting, while by the provi- 
dence of God he is confined at home ;-as to believe 
that dt is his duty to go to the coummunion-table, while 
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by the fame providence, he is unable to attend the pre- 
vious qualifications which the inftitution requires. __ 
- Allowing immerfion to be effential to gofpel baptifm, 
and a perfon to become a real Chriftian when but nine 
years old, and the ftate of his health futh as would ren- 
der it unfuitable for him to be baptized, fhould he live 
to be nine hundred and fixty-nine, I fhould never fu 
pofe it to be his duty to communicate while in that fit- 
uation ; nor can I fuppofe any well enlightened Chrif- 
tian would ever defire it. 
But, fhould it even be fuppofed, that the order of 
the ‘inftitutions might be difpenfed with in particular 
cafes, fo far as to admit to communion pious perfons, 
whofe bodily infirmities. would not allow of their being 
baptized—What then ? Shall we from hence argue 
‘to a general practice, and admit unbaptized perfons to 
communion who have no fuch infirmities to plead ? If 
this be not the cafe, your argument lofes the whole of 
its forces) unlefs your communicants are all invalids ! 
inconclufivenefs of this argument will more 
fully appear by attending to the obfervations you have 
brought to illuftrate it by. ‘The firft is, the inftance of 
David's taking the bread. You obferve, He was 
‘hungry, and had need of it for the fuftenance and pref- 
“ervation of life but will’ you ‘from hence conclude, 
‘that it‘was lawful for David, of any other perfon in or- 
dinary cafes, ‘to have taken the Aallowed bread, when 
there was no fitch neceffity ?' If this be not the cafe, it 
‘will not help your caufe ; for the matter in difpute ‘is 
“not a cafe of necefity, but of fuppofed conveniency ; 
“and which, tn order to its being prattifed, muft be law- 
“ful in ordinary cafes. Your other obfervation refpeA- 
“ing a'perfon’s being necéfiarily detained fromm the houfe 
-of God,'is much of the fame tenor for gfanting that'a 
perfon’s infirmities may excuié ‘him ‘from the'duty of 
‘attending public worlhip, fhall we hence infer that this 
is any excufe for others, of ¢ven “for the fame perfon 
when well? Surely we fhall not! 
fuppofe when David violated prftive 
he did it to preferve his life, and that in this fenfe he 
conducted himfelf agreeably te’ the moral jaw. Nowy 
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Sir, when it canybe made to appear, that a perfon’s 
life, or. eternal falvation, depend on communicating at 
the Lord’s table, I cannot fay but in fucha cafe it may 
be lawful to go contrary to pofitive inftitutions ; to de- 
part from apsffolic prafice ; and plunge ourtelves into 
_almoft every inconiiftency, rather than a weak brother 
foould peri/h, for whom Chrift died, 

. Your obfervations in favour of giving the commu- 
nion to the fick who are not inftitutionally qualified to 
receive it, lead us to compare it with the ancient cuftom 
of baptizing the clinics. 

A learned hiftorian obferves, «* At firt all times were 
alike, and perfons were baptized as opportunity and 
occafion ferved ; but it was after reftrained to two 
folemn and ftated times of the year, viz. Laffer and 
W bitfuntide.” Thefe inchaded the fifty days between : 
« Yet if there wasa neceffity, (as in cale of fcknefi and 
danger of death) they might be baptized at any other 
time.”* And notwithftanding they allowed immeriion 
to be the proper mode, yet, in cafe of danger of death, 
they would {prinkle perfons as they lay in their beds. 
It is evident they overrated the inftitution ; and-your 
notion of, giving the communion.to,the fick who are un- 
able to be baptized, has a little of the fame appearance. 

Ido not find that thefe ancient Chriftians plead apof- 
tolic authority for this practice, nor. did they allow of 
this. mode of baptifm in ordinary cafes. | 

But why fhould it be thought necefiary for a real 
Chriftian to receive the communion, fo long as his bod- 
ily infirmities forbid his being regularly baptized ? It 
cannot be thought neceflary to, his eternal falyation ; 
for if a Chriftian, that is already fecured : nor that the 
gotpel rule requires it ; for that enjoins, that a// things 

¢ done decent/y and in order : nor yet the glory of God ; 
for that never requires, fubmiffion to any pofsive law, 
but of thofe who are capable of the pofitive: pre-requi- 
fites to obey it. Hence I conclude, that every unbap- 
tized Chriftian, whole, infirmities may be jfuch, as to 
render it unfuitable for him to, be baptized and join 
the, vifible church, ought fubmiffively to. wait, until 


* Dr. Cave’s Primitive Chriftianity, p. 194. 


| 
ry 
} 
if 
Wh 


136 Of the Rule of Duty towards Chriffian Brethren. 


God in his providence opens a door for him ina regu- 
lar manner to approach his holy table ; and not to aé& 
foolifhly like Saul, who grew impatient in waiting for 
Samuel, and forced him/elf and offered a burnt-offering.* 

_ I have endeavoured thus far to trace your argument, 
and have net yet found fufficient reafon to depart from 
the apoflolic pra@ice ; but as we are fo happy as to be 
agreed in this point, that’ baptifin according to their 
practice was prior to coming to the Lord’s table, on 
this ground we ‘will bring the matter to trial! Now, 
sir, I would wifh to afk, How we can confiftently 
eommunicate with you ? If we communicate with you 
as baptized perfons, we prattically give up our princi- 
ples ; if we communicate with you as uxbaptized, then 
we unwarrantably depart from the’ apoftolie practice. 
You cannot be infenfible, my dear Sir, that this is the 
very pith of the controverfy ; and that one or the other 
of the above difficulties will inevitably fall to our fhare, 
in cafe we eftablifh communion with you. 

' ‘Tt ts a fact generally known, and which we do not 
wifh to conceal, that we cannot acknowledge infant 
|prinkling to be baptifm. Could this be allowed, 
the difpute would be at an ‘end;°and our fentiments at 
an end with it. ‘ For if the inftitution requires no’more 
than /prinkling, then plunging muft be forever unnecefia- 
ry 3 and befides, we ‘fhall be juftly chargeable with re- 
baptizing, a practice we condemn as much as you do. 
But you feem to be willing that we fhould be Baptifts, 
and yet blame us for not communicating with other 
denominations.’ But, why do you not /ay the axe to the 
veot of the tree, and blame us for being Baptifts, and not 
Idoubt not but every ‘unprejudiced mind will readily 
perceive that the matter comes to this point with us, 
‘that in‘ order to communicate with you, we muft either 
give up what you and we agree was the apoftolic prac- 
tice, or our fentiments as Baptifts. One or the other of | 
thefe «willbe a rational inference from our conduct. 
From what‘has now been obferved, it will be eafy to 
perceive the different fituations we ftand in to each 
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ether. When perfons join your churches, who have 
been baptized by us,-I have never heard of your bap- 
tizing them again. On the other hand, we always bap- 
tize thofe who come from your churches to us, unlefs 
they have been immerfed upon a profeffion of faith. 
But is this difference of conduct to be attributed to ca- — 
tholiciim in you, or the want of it inus ? ,By no means. 
The truth is this, immerfion includes /prinkling ; but 
{fprinkling does not include immerfion : therefore the 
perfon who is immerfed, is in your view awfully bap- 
tized ; whilft he who is only fprinkled, is not fo in 
onrs. It hence follows, that, confiftently with your 
fentiments and views of the ‘ apoffal/ic praétice,’ you may 
invite us to communicate in your churches; while we, 
having the fame views, cannot invite you. 

It is hoped that the preceding obfervations will fully 
fatisfy our Pzdobaptift brethren, that our reafons for 
not communicating with them, do not arife from the 
want of brotherly affection towards them; but from a 
con{cientious regard to what we underftand to be the 
order of the gofpel. | 

So long as we allow the gofpel to contain a complete 
fyftem of farth and practice, we muft endeavour to fol- 
low the rules there given, rather than imitate other fup- 
pofed parts of the divine conduct. — 

But fhould we even carry the matter as high as you 
have fuppofed ; that Chrift fhould perfonally come to 
one of your communions, and actually partake with 
you; and fhould addrefs you as his friends, and bid you 
eat and drink ; Iam not certain that his conduét in fo 
doing would call for our imitation, fo long as the 
eftablithed laws of his kingdom remain as they now 
are. 

- When Chrift frft commiffioned his difciples, and fent 
them forth to preach the gofpel, heal the fick, &c*—he 
commanded them faying, Go not into the way of the Gentiles, 
and into any city of the Samaritans enter ye not.* Never- 
thelefs, he himielf went into the borders of Tyre and 
Sidon, and there healed:the daughter of the Syrophe- 
nician woman, who was a Gentile.t He alfo paffed 
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through Samaria 3‘ converfed with the woman at the 
well, where he made:known himfelf to her as the Mef- 
fiah. And afterwardsy atthe requelt of the people, he 
tarried two! days 3; im which time many more believed on 
bim.* Hence we fee, that Chrift did thofe things 
which his difciples were not authorized to do. ‘There- 
fore I conclude we are to follow the particular rules 
laid down by Chrift in his word, rather than any fup- 
pofed appearances: or manifeftations he may make to 
his people in any: way whatever. If this be not the 
cafe, we are likely to ramble! in eternal uncertainty ! 
But, bleffed be God, we have a more fure word of prope 
cy, to which we do well to take heed. 

It may be proper here to take notice of the confe- 
quences you have drawn, from the fuppofition of our 
proving, that a conformity to our mode of baptifm is an 
effential term of communion: You fay, ‘Should this 
be made to appear, it will then alfo appear,'that all the 
Pedobaptifts,;:who have thought they enjoyed com- 
munion with God at his table, have been mo/? miferab 
deluded.’ If fo, the confequence is dreadful indeed ! 
Enough to fhock the tender feelings of every pious 
Pzedobaptift, and lay an effedétual dar inthe way of their 
admitting the evidence of a'truth fo difpufting, though 
fhining with the greateft clearnefs. You alfo conclude, 
that if baptifm in our mode'be an effential qualification ; 
* then the Padobaptifts are effentially wrong and wicked 
in coming to the table.;” and their conduét an abomina- 
tion in the fight of God.+ My dear Sir, are you fo in- 
toxicated with fentiment as to forget your own fyftem ? 
No farther back than page 20, you have faid, « I deny 
that there can be any moral evil‘in conduct which pro- 
ceeds from godly fincerity ; yet I grant there may be 
natural evil, or incongruity, through inadvertency or 
mifapprehenfion.’ Is it poffible that ‘ natural’ evil’ or 
‘incongruity,’ thould account forvall the frightful things 
now mentioned, fuch as ‘miferable delufion, * wicked’ 
conduét, even fuch as is * abomination in the fight of 
God? Ifriot, your’argument fails in one or the other : 


* John iv. 26, 39,40. Pagea8. 
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% either your conduct muft be chargeable with moral evil, 
or your confequeuces cannot be juft. 

In your next page you go on to fay, ‘ Granting that 
| immerfion be the appointed mode of baptifmy and be- 
lievers the on/y proper fubjects, yet if a Pzedobaptiit 
really think otherwife, and with an obedient heart offer 
up his children in our mode, his conduct is not charge- 
able with any mora/ evil. All the evil which is to be 
imputed to his econduét, is of the natural ‘kind. And 
the perfon in fo doing is as weil accepted;in the fight 
of God, as if his external conduct had been according 
to the appointed mode of bapti{m.’ It is peculiar in- 
deed, that with regard to the inftitution of oapti/m, you 
fhould conclude, that if you honeftly miitake both the 
mode, and pratiie in a way entirely differ- 
ent, it by no means hinders the divine approbation and 
acceptance ; but with regard to the ordinance of the 
fupper, vf it fhould be proved that you had as honeftly 
made a miftake with regard toa previous duty, and 
have thought that you enjoyed communion with God © 
at his table, the coniequence muft be, that you have all 

been miferadsy deluded ! 

According to the above argument, all that is neceflary 
to render baptifm acceptuble, is only to ¢ really think’ 
you are right : hence by a parity of reafoning, if you 
are not accepted of God in the ordinance of the fupper, 
we mult fuppofe you do not ¢ really think’ you are right 
when you come tothe table. But are you not as fin- 
cere incoming to the Lord’s table, as in offering up 
your children ? If you are not, [ thall join with you, 
that your condué¢t is an abomination to the Lord, But, 
allowing you to be {fincere, and to really think you are 
right, and we muft fuppofe that ate have as.much rea- 
fon to think you have been ‘ miferably deluded’ in the 
former, as in the /atier. 

Thus, Sir, I have endeavoured carefully to attend to 
the argumentative part of your Friendly Letter, and have 
attempted to an{wer thofe argumenss on which I {up- 
pofed you laid the greateft ftrefs; either in’a direct 
way, or. by fhowing the invalidity of the evidenee by 
which they were fupported. And bowever an smpar- 
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tial public,may judge, I have the fatisfaction to think, 
that in the preceding fheetsuthe following particulars 
have been fairly eftablithed, by evidence from f{cripture, 
reafon, and the concurring teftimony of many eminent 
Pedobaptift writers. 1. ‘That vifible, or profefling be- 
hievers, are the only proper /udjec?s of baptifim, known and 
ddeicribed in the word of God. 2. That an entire im- 
@perfion in, water, is neceflary to the due adminifiration 

“the ordinance. 3. That by apoftolic praétice, which 
aftanding law to the church of Chrift, baptifm was, 
me therefore {till is, prior to coming to the Lord’s table. 
Bee it follows, by ‘ neceflary coniequence,’ that a 
Gemtormity to our mode of baptifm (if that has been 
proved to be the gofpel mode) is to be confidered as a 
n@@eflary pre-requifite or (if it fuits you better) ¢erm of 
communion at the Lord’s table, fo long as we think it 
important to follow the ‘ apofolic pradice.’ We do not 
mean Py this to dictate to our brethren of other de- 
momimations with regard to their terms of communion ; 


but only fhow the general principles on which we pro- 
ceed among ourielves. 


SECTION kK. 


Obfervations on the Plan of Communion propofed in the 
| © Friendly Letter, with remarks on feveral other Things 
connetted with the Subjed. | 


ioe 4 ‘Sr, your profeffed defign in writing, has too 
mach of the appearance of friendthip, to be paffed over 
unnoticed. But whether if your plan were adopted, 
it would produce the defired effect, is a matter of feri- 
Ous inquiry. = | 


~**'To promote the peace and profperity of Zion, by 
“opening a door for free communion betwen the Bapti 
and Pxdobaptifts,” is your profefied objeét. And’ not- 
‘withitanding Ihave appeared upon the ‘other fide of 
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tHe queftion, I perfuade’ myfelf, that no perfon would 
be happier in feeing out objeétions fairly removed, and 
a confiftent way pointed out for a mutual interchange 
of communions. But if it muft be done at the expenfe 
of our /entiments as Baptifts, you will not think us un- 
reafonable in requiring ample proof that we are wrong, 
before we'do it. 
‘The particular botindaries of your plan are exprefled 
in the following words 5 * It is not my defign, nor my 
defire, to have a door open for free communion among 
all'who profe/s religion on either fide; but only with 
regard to thofe whofe vifible conduct is evidential of 
real piety.’ It is a little difficult here to underftand 
your meaning. If you mean to eftablifh communion 
with fome churches which you may confider as ortho- 
dox'in dottrine, atid regular in difciplje, while you re- 
ject others, your plan may be practicable. But as the 
terms’ or qualifications you ‘propofe, may ‘be the lot of 
individuals rather than churches, it. appears to be at- 
tended with fome difficulty. For it is reafonable to 
fuppofe that ‘in every Chriftian commmtnity there ma 
be fome found, * whofe vifible conduct is evidential of 
real’ piety.” With thofé it féems you’ would with to 
commohicate, while with the church asa body yow 
sould by no medns hold fellowfhip, 
~ In order to reduce the idea to praétice, we will fup- 
pofe ten members of a Baptift church im your vicinity 
attend at one of your communion feafons, with a defire 
to enjoy privileges with you; when the. church is 
called upon to act upon their requeft, they inform thofeé - 
brethren ‘that with five of them they are‘ filly fatisfied, 
and bid them a cordial welcome to a fear in their com- 
munion ; but to the others they obferve, they have not 
obtained the evidence of their ‘ real piety ;’ and there- 
fore muft confcientioufly refufe to partake with them. 
It is natural to fyppofe that the feelings of thefe breth- 
ren would be’ wounded. upon fich an oceafion fome on 
their Own’ account, and fome on account of others, 
And'the charch to which they belong might confider 
thenifelves injured ; and it is likely the effect would be 
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contention, rather than peace. Difficulties fimilar to 
the above are fairly fuppofeable. __ 1° 

If you pleafe, Sir, we will now fuppofe a different cafe, 
It fo happens, that feveral of your brethren remove into 
the neighbourhood of a Baptift church, and from their 
fituation are defirous of enjoying privileges with them, 
The Baptifts, enlightened by your fentiments, are 
equally defirous of indulging them; and although 
thefe brethren haye not received baptifm in the way 
which the church underftand the inftitution, yet as they 
appear to be Ancere, which ‘is the very souL and Es- 
SENCE of conformity to Chrift,’ the church cordially 
grant their requeft. For a feafon they enjoy privileges 
nets and no particular difficulty arifes; but at 
ength one of thofe communicants becomes diffatisfied 
with refpect to his infant baptifm ; and in the exercife 
of godly Ancerity is led to believe, that it is his indifpen- 
fable duty to be immerfed. But while waiting a con- 
venient opportunity for that purpofe, a communion fea- 
fon intervenes ; it now becomes a ferious queftion, 
both with him and the church, whether it be duty for 
him, to communicate in his’prefent fituation? _As the 
church adopted this new mode of ,;communion. in con- 
formity to your fyftem, they think proper to recur to 
it, in order to decide the prefent doubtful cafe. They 
firft confult the terms on which you propofe free com- 
munion 3 thefe they find to be ‘ rea/ picty’ or § godly fin 
¢erity. . ‘That the man was a fubject of thefe qualifica- 
tions when,.they firft adinjtted him, they have no 
doubt ; aod, they are equally fatisfied of his /ncerity 
and, picty with his prefent views 4 and at firft are in- 
clined ‘to. think. it may be his duty to communicate, 
But there is one difficulty fill which feems to embarrafs 
their proceeding ; that is, if they underftand you right, 

».9) itis. nota queftion with you, Whether baptifm 
1n Jome mode be an ¢/entiql guafification.’ And pithoug? 
the perion once fncerely believed himfelf to be baptized, 

now as fincerely believes he is not and ‘as 
thinketh in, his heart fo is he? . For the {cripture being 
flent relpefting his infant baptifm,’ the; only thing 
which gave it validity, either with himfelf or the 
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church, was his fincerity ; but that failing in this par- 
ticular, this muft confequently fail with it 5 and he can 
no longer be confidered as baptized, than while he fin- 
cerely believes himfelfto be fo. He is now, in his own 
view, and in the view of the church, unbaptized. And 

I cannot fee but that he muft appear in the fame light 
to you, upon your own f{cale of reafoning. But, how- 
ever, he is unqueftionably poffeffed of real piety and 
godly fincerity, which are your diftinguifhing terms of 
communion ; and yet, as he 1s in his own opinion un- 
baptized, he lacks an ‘ effential qualification.’ It follows, 
that by your fyftem he is both qualified, and unqualifi- 
ed, at the fame time. 

Befides, the Baptift church.would not appear in the 
moft confiftent light, to baptize a perfon with whom 
they had probably communed feveral ygars; and 
the man cannot act confiftently with god fincerity 
without it. Upon the whole, I am inclined to think, 
when. you review your plan in its operation, you will | 
conclude fome amendments are 

_ Inconnexion with your defign, you have another ob- 
fervation, upon which I fhall make one or two remarks. 
You fay, ‘I thall negleét to pay any particular attention 
to the fubjeét of infant baptifm ; not becaufe. that I 

think our fide fails of fcripture evidence, but becaufe 

~many abler have been employed. on the fubject, 
and becaufe I think it to be needlefs with refpect to the 

—fubjeé&t of clofe communion.’ This obfervation appears 

a little extraordinary, and that for two reafons. 1. 

That you fhould fuggeft that the fcripture affords am- 
ple proof in favour of your fentiments ; and yet in 
another part of your Letter, (p. 35) if I do not much 

_miftake,. you make this .honeft conceflion, .That the 

feripture as toinfant baptifm is | Strange indeed. ! 
Fall of evidence, and yet filent / entirely filent! We 
cheerfully yield-you the unmolefted enjoyment of all 
the evidence which infant baptifm can derive from the 
Silence of feripiure re{pecting it.* %. That you fhould 

| 


* Thatthe feriptare is flent, it acknowledgéd by Mr: Clark. “The 
Paedobaptilts (faith he) do not place the evidence of infant baptifim, in 
the hiltory of faét, or in any exprefs mention of it im the New ‘Tefla- 
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fuppofe that infant dapti/m is not connected with the 
fubject in difpute. 1 fuppofe, Sir, that it is particularly 
conneéted ; “for it is entirely upon the fuppofition of its 
‘validity, that you claim a-right to communicate with us, 
Therefore, had “you brought forward that teftimony 
from {cripture which you inform us your ¢ fide does not 
‘fail of,’ and had proved by example or precepts (I mean 
mot by flent evidence, however) that infant baptifm was 
.oOf divine appointment, this would have ended the 
‘whole difpute.* You cannot be infenfible that this ob- 
Jeétion has always heen made on our part, and to me it 
‘appears rational and important. _ I endeavoured care- 
“fully to Tate it in my other Piece, and as yours is faid 
to contain an anfwer to it, I did not .expeét it in this 
‘way, that you fhould neglect to fay any thing 
about it.’ saith, 

- It may be proper in the next place to attend tothe « 
‘manner in which you anfwer a cafe propofed in my 
‘other ‘Piece. “The cafe was plain, and I humbly 
‘conceive’ quite to the poirit in hand, The fubftance 
of the queition was this ; Had Enoch, Noah, or Mel- 
_ chizedeck, been contemporary with Mofes, would he 
have permitted them to conjmunion in the pafchal 
Mupper while uncircumcifed ? Or had Noah been pref- 
ent when’ the tabernacle was ereéted, and had been 
‘difpofed to have given the people a fermon, upon the 
‘incarnation of the Son of God, and the righteoul- 
“nefs of faith, of which that facred ftrufture was typ- 
‘ical, would ‘not Mofes and the people have cheerful- 
‘ly heard him ? And yet the pofitive law of Jehovah 
Would have forbidden his partaking at the pafchel 

“ment, No wnah ever pretended it That if there be no dire@ cvi- 
dence for infant baptiim from the hiftorieal ‘relation of fate \in che 
Tettanient, funely no argument againg it can, be nade out from 


the yilence of the Yacred writers in reference thereynto.” Defence of 1u- 
fant baptifm, p. 79, 85. 
© To'admnit that the filence of feripture refpecting any point in dif- 
~pute affords full évidence in its favour, appears tome as irratidénal as to 
adnut che evidence of the watch fet to ae the body of Jefus, wi 
» Meclared: that dais, difciples Mole away, while THEN 
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To this you anfwer, * We fhall not difpute but that 


Mofes would have admitted thofe ambafladors to preach ; 
being convinced of their divine commiffion. Nor would 
he have forbidden their partaking of the pafchal feaft, 
had they been circumcifed, whether it were done in 
infancy or adult age, before or after believing, with 
a knife, a razor, a fcythe, a fickle, or even a fharp 
ftone.’ 

Sir, did you think this would be confidered as.an 
anfwer ? Itcértainly will not. Inftead of looking the 
argument fairly in the fate, you have endeavoured quite 
to evade it. | 

You agree that Mofes would have admitted thofe am- 
baffadors to preach. ‘The queftion then was, whether 
he would have received them to the pafchal feaft, 
while uncircamcifed ? Inftead ‘of a direct anfwer, 


you reply, * Nor would he have forbidden their par- 
taking of the pafchal feaft had they deen circamci- 
fed.’ True, Sir ; nor will your victory coft you any 


thing ; for this point was never difputed. You pro- 
ceed to remark feveral circumftances re{pecting circum- 
cifion ; but take particular care not to mention any 
which would affect the validity of the rite. Nor are 


the cafes parallel between the circumftances.mentioned, 


and that of infant baptifm. This will fufficiently 

pear by what follows : as 1. *‘ Whether it were done in 
infancy or adult age,’ no matter which ; for infants of 
eight days old were exprefsly mentioned in the inftitu- 
tion, and they were commanded on that day to circum- 
cife them ; and repeated examples from {cripture prove 
that it was done. Let the right of infants to baptifm 
be as fairly made out, and the point will be given up. 
2. Whether * before or aftér believing ;’ this was en- 
tirely inmaterial. For the command was, dnd he that 
is eight days old fhall be circumcifed among you, every mane 
child in your generations, he that is born in the houfe or 


bought with money of rd me te which is not of thy feed— 


muft needs be 
ing was not require 
nor yet that the parents fhould be believers ; for the 


It hence follows, that delieve 


* Gen, xvii. 12, 13. 
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child of an idolatroys, heathen, bought for a flave, had 
as fair a claim to-that inftitution, as any.of the believing 
fons of Abraham...‘ This cannot ‘be aid of the gofpel 
inftitution ; for when one faid, See here is water ; what 
doth hinder me to be baptized ? The reply was, /f 
“believeft with all thine heart, thou mayef.* And al- 
though fome believing parents claim the privilege of . 
baptifm for their children, I do not remember to have 
heard that any ever did, for their /ervants., Nor does 
the benevolent doctrine of infant baptifm make any pro- 
vifion for the ill-fated infant, whofe parents are both 
unbelievers. 3. Whether circumcifion were performed 
¢ with a knife, a razor, a fcythe, a fickle, or even a fharp 
ftone,’ we acknowledge it equally valid, providing the 
rite was performed. So likewife fhould we look upon 
baptifm ‘to be valid if performed in Jordan, in the 
Tiber, in a pond, ini a pool, in a ciflern, in a font, or in ri 
other place where water could conveniently be had fu 
ficient to immerfe in. at 

But if you pleafe, Sir, we will vary the circumftances 

a little. if inftead of performing the rite upon the 
part appointed, a perfon had opened a vein in his arm, 
cut off the end of his for, his thumb, or the tip of his 
right ear’; had either of thefe been performed with all 
the folemnities of the other rite, it cannot be fuppofed 
that it would have been accepted for circumcifion. 
And yet, perhaps, the diffimilarity is not greater be- 
tween either of the fuppofed cafes and the commanded 
rite, than between {prinkling and immerfion. 

"We will now take notice of what you obferve (p. 3!) 
You ? © Tt has been difficult for us to fee the confift- 
eficy of your conduct, in refufing to commune at the 
Lord’s table with our denomination ; while at the fame 
time, you practically acknowledge our Minifters to be 
authorized and eae to preach the gofpel.” ‘That 
we are perfectly free from inconfi{tency will not be pre- 
tefided ; nor do we think that a compliance with your 
mode of communion, would free us from the charge. 
‘Perhaps with our prefent different views, we cannot att 
more confiftently than to follow the advice given by, 


* Acts viii 36, 37. 


Plan of Communion, &c. 147 


‘the apoftle; “ Whereto we have already attained, let 
us walk by the fame rule, let us mind the fame thing.”* 
We have attained to an agreement in praying to the 
fame God and Father of all ; and alfo in preaching the 
gofpel of his Son Jefus Chrift. But we have not at- 
tained to an agreement with refpect to the fubjects and 
mode of baptifm; nor in the vilible qualifications of 
communicants for the Lord’s table. How-can two walk 
together except they be agreed ? But muft we be 
charged with inconfittency, for not difagreeing in the 
things we are agreed in, or merely begaufe we are 
agreed in fome things, and not in all ? if fo, we muft 
patiently fubmit to the charge, until the happy time 
comes when we fhall fee eye to eye. 

Although we do not think of clearing ourfelves of 
inconfiftency, by charging your conduct with the fame ; 
yet it may not be improper here to inquire, whether 
your conduct towards us in fome inftanees, be quite 
confiftent with your profeflions of friend{hip in eftab- 
lithing free communion with us ? If you confider us as 
a branch of Chrift’s church, with whom you would be 
willing to enjoy Chriftian communion, why do you re- 
fufe to difmifs and recommend’ your members to us, 
' when they are in good ftanding in your churches, and 

wifh to join ours ¢ I conclude, Sir, you are fenfible 
that this privilege has been generally denied, and this 
reafon has been often affigned for the denial ; ‘That to 
difmifs a member to a Baptift church, would be to ac- 
-knowledge it a church of Chrift. But would you be 
willing to communicate with any who do not belong to 
his church ¢ You certainly would not:) |: a 

|. Permit me, Sir, to mention one thing more.. Why 
‘are your pulpits fo fréquently denied to the Minifters 
of our denomination ? Is it becaufe they are heterodox 
in doétrine, or vicious in their conduét ? They are not 
charged with either. Is it becaufe they may want 
‘literary ‘accomplifhments ?' This might be imagined, 
were it not that thofe who poffefs them are often denied 
well as others. Is it becaufe we do not cbmmiunicate 
‘with ‘you at the table ? If you complain’ of our being 


* Phil. iii, 16, 
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uncharitable in this, remember you are not to render 
evil for evil ; but contrariwife.* 

Thefe objections are not to be taken indifcriminately ; 
no, many of our Pxdobaptift brethren meet us upon the 
moft friendly terms ; reciprocal love and efteem mingle 
in our fociety ; and although we pretend sot to have 


dominion over each other's faith, yet we become helpers of one 
another's 


SECTION X. 


Several Obdjeftions particularly anfwered.———The Subjeé} 
concluded, 


Sir, I cannot do juftice to. myfelf and the de- 
nomination to which I belong, without taking notice of 
leveralicharges which you have brought againft us. In 


the firft place, you have charged me with ‘ quoting 


{cripture’ ina method calculated to miflead the ignorant 
and inattentive ;’ of ‘ arrogancy and uncharitablnefs ;’ 
and of ¢having done great injury to the apoftle Pau!.’ 
(Page 17, 35, 38.) 

The firft inftance of which you complain, is in the 
following words ; * Sincerity is not the term of com- 
munion ; but being conformed to the apoftles’ doétrine, 
and continuing ftedfaftly therein. Ads ii. 42.” Upon 
which you thus obferve ; ‘ From the manner of your 
citing, or rather/alluding, to this text, it would be nat- 
ural to expect that upon examination we fhould find 
the infpired writer defcribing the terms of communion.’ 
Ad. conclude, Sir, upon examination this does abundantly 


>» 9° Perhaps fome who have thus been denied, by their ‘ fincere’ but 

differing brethren, have been indulged with the fpacieus temple of their 
royal Mafter, and with much the fame accommodations which he had. 
Whilt*'The Lord of lords and King of kings, is neither afraid nor 
mibamed? to accompany them.to fome ftiendly fade, or to a humble 
refembling the birth-place of Immanvel ; and there bleffes their 
bours to the comfort and falvation of his people. 


+ 2 Cor. i. 24. 
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appear. Nor am I convinced, that the paflage is not 
pertinent to the purpofe for which it was cited ;, and 
if it does not defcribe the terms of communion, I know 
not of any one which does. ‘¢ But (you fay) inftead of 
this, we find him fimply relating the conduct of fome 
young converts, who had been already admitted to 
communion.’ But, Sir, do you not miftake ? He is 
here defcribing the very manner in which thefe con- 
verts were admitted ; and which fully fhows the ‘ apo& 
tolic practice.’ | 

But what is the account given of their proceedings ? 
You anfwer, * Let us read the 41% and 42d verfes in 
connexion.’ Then they who glally recetved the werd were 
baptized ; and the fanie day there were added unto them 
about three thoufand fouls. And they continued fiedfaflly in 
the apoftles’ doftrine and fellowfbip, and in breaking of bread, 
and in prayers. And were they not baptized until they 
received the word? No, they were not; and were 
they baptized and no others ? ‘The [cripture is totally 
‘ filent’ as to any others. Nor did they join the body 
of believers or church, until they received the word, 
and were baptized. You fay, ‘ ‘hey had already been 
admitted to communion.” I would beg to know, where 


you find any account of their having been admitted be- 


fore this | 

You farther obferve, * That any perfon of good dif. 
cernment may fee, that inthis text there is no appear- 
ance of defign to afcertain the terins of communion.” 
Let the defign be what it may, here is evidently afcer- 
tained the apoftolic practice; and the exact manner, 
ftep by ftep, in which they proceeded to ¢ommunion, 

The pafface of fcriptare which you introduce, as be- 
ing fo very appofite to your mode cof communion, and 
on which you lay much ftrefs, is this 5 ° Be ye followers of 
God as dear children’ ‘The « difcerning reader’ will now 
judge, whether in this paflage there is any greater ¢ ap- 
‘pearance of defign, to afcertain the terms of commu- 
nion,’ than in the one which I alludéd to. * But, how- 
ever, “ If to be conformed to the apoities’ do&trine, and 
continuing ftedfafily in it,” be a dangerous practice, and 
‘ calculated to miflead the ignorant and inattentive,’ we 
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fhould be glad to fee the danger pointed out, and a bet- 
ter fyftem of doétrine propofed for imitation. 

In my other Piece, in anfwering feveral pleas in fa- 
vour of free communion, I obferved that it had been 
urged That the feripture account of baptifm, was 
left in fo much darknefs and ambiguity, both as to the 
fubjects and mode, that nothing certain could be deter- 
mined.” In remarking upon which I made the follow- 
ing obfervation ; * It may be remembered that when 
thetalents were committed to the fervants to occupy, 
the two who improved made no complaints ; the other 
had a hard mafter, an auftere man, and a great many 
difficulties ftood in the way of duty.” After making 


farcaftical paraphrafe my obfervation, you 
ring forward your charge of ‘ arrogancy and unchar- 
itablenefs ;’ to which it may be replied—The obferva- 
tion was defigned entirely for thofe who make the 
above plea ; and no one will feel himfelf injured by the 
application, if he be not the chara¢ter defcribed. And 
however ‘arrogant and uncharitable’ it may appear, 
thus to blame the conduct of thofe who bring forward 
the plea, fo long as they are confidered only as fervants ; 
it cannot be thought more /o, than the plea itfelf, againtt 
Chrift our royal mafter. 

To plead the want of fufficient light in the fcriptures, 
as the reafon of our wrong.fentiments, is indeed to im- 
peach Chrift. “To fuppofe this, (faith Dr. Hopkins) 
3s a reproach on divine revelation, andthe Author of it, 
anid an implicit denial that it comes from God.”* 

But laftly, you accufe me of having ‘done great in- 
jury to the apoftle Paul.’ If it be fo I fhall be forry 
indeed. But what have I done to the apoftle ? Why 
you fay, ‘You have quoted his words without any 
appearance of regard to the connexion.’ And what 
then ? Is this injuring the apoftle? Are we never to 
ufe the words of the infpired writers in any other fenfe 
than what they did ? Do not the beft writers frequent- 
P quote {cripture (by way of accommodation, or for the 
fake of the phrafe) without attending ftrictly to, the 
connexion? In fhort, have you not frequently done it 


art 


* Vid. Syftem, Vol, ii p. 303. 
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yourfelf ? One or two of your quotations will deter- 
mine the matter. ‘ 4s a man thinketh in his heart fo is 
he” Did you attend to the connexion here, and ufe 
the words in the fame fenfe which the royal preacher 
did ? It is evident you did not. Again, when you 
would fix the charge of inconfiftency upon us, for re- 
-fufing to communicate with thofe with whom you 
fuppote Chrift communes, you can introduce the apoftle 
Paul as exhorting the Baptifts, ‘ to be followers of God 
as dear children.’ I fhall not fay that you have ¢ great- 
ly injured the apoftle ;’ but I hardly think that in the 
paflage above, he bad reference to our communicating 
with, you at the Lord’s table. 

The paflage which I quoted was the following ; 
« Now we command you in the name of our Lord Je. 
jus Chrilt, that ye withdraw yourfelves from every 
brother who walketh diforderly, and not after the tra- 
dition which he received of us.”* In applying this to 
my brethren, I obferved, * It may be your duty to with- 
draw from them whom you confider as not conformed 
to the tradition of the apoftles, fo far, as not to partake 
together at the Lord’s table.” No candid mind can be 
at a lofs, as to the exaét fenfe in which I ufed the apof- 
tle’s words ; nor can they think that I ufed the word 
tradition abfolutely in the fame fenfe which he did. 
His words are quite in the imperative, mine in the mild 
fubjunétive mood. 

You have been pleafed to ftyle St. Paul an ¢ eminent 
peace maker ;’ and have collected many paflages of {crip- 
ture to prove, that to this end ‘ te was made all things to 
all men, (not for the.fake of communicating with them, 
but) ‘ that he might 2 all means SAVE fome.’ But fhall 
we, from the condeicending light in which you have 
reprefented the apoftle, conclude, that if he were amon 
the Baptifts, he would become a Baptift ; and fully ap- 
prove of their mode of baptifm, and. of their denging the 
right of infants, while at the fame time he might know, 
that the inftitution did not require the former, and that 
it.exprefsly enjoined the /atter ? Or on the other hand, 
if he were among the Pedobaptifts, thall we fuppofe 


* 2 Theil iii, 6. 
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him one with them; and that he would cordially ap- 
prove of their mode of baptizing infants, when at the 
fame time he might know, that neither /ibjed?s nor made 
were according to the inftitution ? Would fober reafon 


venerate fuch acharacéter as this ? No. It would look 
‘upon him as an unprincipled time-ferver. 


To fuppofe that St. Paul would conform to every 


party which he might occafionally be among, would be 


to make him refemble that peculiar animal, which par- 
takes of the colour of every fubftance which it happens 
to be upon! I confefs, I form no fuch opinion of this — 
great apoftle’s catholicifm ; but conclude, were he 
among us, he would fay to thofe in the right, * Now 
I praife you, brethren, that ye rem2mber me in all things, and 
keep the ordinances, as I delivered them to you.” But to 
thofe in the wrong, “ Now in this that I declare unto you, 
I praife you not.”™ 
But we pafs on, 

S-condly, ‘To confider the charges which you exhibit 
again{t our fentiments. In your viith. part you proceed 
to fhow, what appears to you to be the natural tenden- 


‘ey of our fentiments and practice ; and finally conclude, 


that they ‘tend ~to break up all churches, and to de- 
{troy all viftble communion among Chriftians.’+ If this 
be the cafe, no wonder you are alarmed. But, Sir, you 
miftake. © The churches of our denomination in 
America, contain upwards of fixty theufand meinbers, 
which hold viftble communion together: nor did I ever 
know, that any attempt had been made on our part, to 
deftroy the vifible communion of Chriftians in general. 
And certainly, were our fentimerts univerfally to op- 
erate, they would unite’in one great body ali Chriftians 
to the ends of the earth. — a 
| 
* Cor. 1: 2, ‘7. 

+ Although I have not written documents to prove, yet I have cred- 
ible information, that a Conference or Council was fome time fince 
cilledat Weft Stockbridge, to advife, whether it were confiftent for the 
two denominations in chat place to build a church, and wa'k together. 
It was unanimoufly agtceed in the neyative. © Two-.of the Pedobaptitt 


Minrfters were, Rev. Dr. W est, Rev. Baptilts, Rev. Mafits. 
Worocen, and Bi oop, 
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But you object again and fay, * Your fentiment and 
practice tend to lead people to place the efence of religion 


in the external obfervance of ceremonial in{ftitutions, to 


the neglect of the weightier matters of the law,’ 

This, Sir, is not true. For our fentiments carry the 
fulleft demonftration to the contrary. It is a fact uni- 
verfally known, that no. perfon can be admitted as a 
member in a Baptift church, let his externa/s be what 
they may, without fufficient evidence that he has expe- 
rienced a change of heart, and has become a real Chrif- 
tian. Wedo not baptize perfons to make them Chrif- 
tians, but becaufe we look upon them to be fuch already. 
And it is well known, that a perfon cannot be accepted 
with us, on account of /imeal defcent from Abraham, or 
any other believer ; nor by virtue of a pretended federal 
holinefs ; nor can they make a profeflion by promy or 
f{ponfors ; but by their own voluntary act. We never 
baptize perfons out of our ordinary way, who are in 
danger of death ; nor do we ever give the communion 
to any who are unbaptized. How then can you poffi- 
bly fay, with any appearance of modefty or juftice, that 
our ‘ fentiments tend to lead people to place the effenee 
of religion in the external obfervance of ceremonial 
inftitutions | 

You follow this charge with a number of ungenerous 
reflections upon the Minifters of our denomination. 
‘lo make this appear, 1 would only afk; Were I to 
charge your Minifters with ‘ taking up much of their 
time in public and in private, difputing about’ infant bap- 
tifm ; and fhould have the vanity to fay, they had bet- 
ter ‘inculcate upon their hearers the nature and impor- 


tance of univerfal benevolence, the duties of brotherly | 


love, juftice, mercy, and compaffion ; to live ufeful lives, 
ferving their generation by the will of God ;’ (as if thefe 


were almoit, if not entirely neglected ; and fhould af- | 


fure them, that if they would take my advice) ‘ they 
would do much more good in the world, appear much 
lefs like the Scribes and Pharifees, which they now re- 
femble, “and much more like Curist and his Apos- 
oyurs, which we fo exaétly imitate; would you nat 
think me juftly chargeable with ¢ arrogancy and unchar- 
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itablenefs ? 1 leave the matter to your own feelings. A 
word to the wife is fufficient. 


-' “Another thing you'charge us with, is, that we lay an 


‘undue fire/s’ upon the ordinance of baptifm, or at leaft 
upon our particular mode. ‘This comes rather with an 
ill grace, from one of a denomination, which evidently 


make as much, if not more of the ordinance than 


we do. 
But we will not reft the matter here, without a fair 


~ examination. Do we infift on baptilin in any mode, as 


efential to falvation? You allow that we do not. Do 
we place it in the room of redzeming blood, and think that 


by our immerfion we wafh away our fins ? No, you 


acquit us from this alfo. Do we look upon it as an in- 
{titution of Chrift, which we are facredly bound to ob- 


ferve ? We do; and fodo you. Do we look upon it 


as an enjoined pre-requifite to communion ? We do; 
and fo do Pedobaptifts in general. But how does it 
appear then that wé lay an ‘ undue ftrefs’ upon it ? 
Why you fay, * I verily fear ?’—(quite a conclufive way 


‘of arguing ; but- goon) ‘I verily fear, that with many, 


a change in /entiment in favour of your opinion, has 


been allowed great weight as an evidence of a rea/ change 


of heart. 1 with, Sir, you had proved the matter, in- 
ftead of fuggefting your fears. But you add, ¢ It has 


- been frequently mentioned by thofe of your denomina- 
‘tion; as an evidence of great felf-denial, for a perfon to 


be a Baptift, or to be plunged. And when [I hear fuch 
things, it always excites fears in my- mind.’—Sir, the 
mere thoughts of a perfon’s being p/unged, feems to 


“have ftruck you with a hydrophobia, and quite agitated 


your mind !—But let us try calmly to examine the 


“Tt will probably be granted, that the time has been, 
when it required fome degree of /e/f-denial to. be a Bap- 
when the -pen'of the hiftorian; and the tongue of 
‘the orator, were invidioufly employed, in reprefenting 
‘usin the moft ridiculous and whimfical light ; while 


the pulpit thundered, and the pre/s groaned with heavy 


‘charges againft the daring innovators: At the fame 
time, the civil Jaw added its mild difcipline of efection, 
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banifbment, and profcription.. But thanks be to Heaven, » 
a_ milder morn has dawned upon us; the crofs is : 
lightened, and we have few complaints of this kind to | 
make. 

It may be. proper now to confider, what fre/s has 
been, and /s, laid upon this ordinance, by Pzdobaptitts. 
It was faid by our Saviour, ** Except a man be born of | 
watery he cannot enter into the kingdom of God.” 
This paflage was very early expounded literally of wa- 
ter baptifm, and the confequence admitted, that no per- 
fon could be faved without it. Hence all infants dying | 
unbaptized, inevitably perifhed. | 

In the year 416, a council was held at Mela in Nu-- 
midia, in order to eftablifh a law to compel Chriftians 
to baptize their infants. They iffued twenty-feven 
new commandments, among which are the following. 
‘‘ It is the pleafure of all the bifhops prefent in this 
holy fynod to order, 1. That whofoever faith Adam) 
was created mortal, and would have died, if he had not 
finned ; be accurfed. 2. Alfo it is the. pleafure of the 
bifhops to order, that whofoever denieth that infants 
newly born of their mothers are to be baptized, or faith 
that baptifm is to be adminiftered for the remiffion of 
their own fins, but not on account of original fin derived 
from Adam, and to be expiated by the laver.of regene- 
ration ; be accurfed.”* 

In the reign of the emperor Charlemagne, a law was 
eftablifhed, making it death for a man to refufe to be 
baptized ; and a heavy fine was levied on the parent, 
who did not have his child baptized within the year. 
But as at firft they only baptized at two times in the 
year, it was found that many died between ; to femedy. 
which, priefts were empowered to baptize at any time, 
and in any place, in cafe of ficknefs. When it was re- 
marked that a prieft was not always at hand, new canons 


Vid. Concil. Milevitan, in Robinfon. “ An honcit indienation, 
(fays a hiftorian) rifles at the found of fuch tyranny; and if a man 
were driven to the necefliry of choofing ene faint out of two candidates, 
it would not be Auftin, it would be Saint Balaam, the fon of Bofor, who 
indeed loved the wages of unrighteoulnefs, as many other faints have 
done; but who with all his madnefs had reipect enough for the Deity 
to fay, How foall I curfe wh m God bath not curfed.” 
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empowered him to depute others to perform the cere- 
mony, and midwives were licenfed. It happened fome. 
times, while the midwife was baptizing a child not like. 
ly to live many minutes, the mother was neglected and 
died. It was finally decreed, that any body, licenfed or 
unlicenfed, a Jew, or degraded prieft, a fcullion or felon, 
ight baptize.* ~ 

| a us now attend to an inftance of a later date. 
About the year 1690, there were two diffenting Minif- 
ters in Wapping. Hercules Collins, who taught a Bap- 
tift congregation ; and Francis Mence, who taught a 
congregation: of Independents. Collins publifhed a 
book of reafons for believers’ baptifm, in which he ob- 
ferved, among other things, that there was no “ reafon 
to baptize an infant under pretence of faving it ; for 
that: original fin was not wafbed off by baptifmal water, 
but by. the blood of Chrift, and the imputation of his 
righteouinefs.” Mence thought it his duty to guard 
his congregation from this error ; and he both preached 
and printed, that this was infant-dammning doéirine.” 
‘© The principle (he faid) evidently excluded dear in- 
fants from the kingdom of God, which was an auda- 
cious cruelty ; fending them by fwarms into hell !” 
Collins attempted to explain himfelf, and vindicate his 
doctrine—but all in vain. The oppofition rofe to fuch 
a height, that his life was endangered ; the ftreets re- 
founding with the cries of tender mothers, who fhriek- 
ed as they fold fith, * There goes Collins, who holds the 
damnation of infants.”+ And all this becaufe he de- © 
nied the neceflity of baptifm to their falvation. But 
the fentiments of the prefent day, next call for our at- 
tention. 

The form of fervice now in ufe among our brethren 
of the Kpifcopal church, leads us to fuppofe, that they 
afcribe quite as much efficacy to the ordinance as we 
do. For they, immediately after baptizing, make the 
following addrefs: * Seeing, dearly beloved brethren, — 
that this child is regenerate, and grafted into the body of 
Chrift’s church, let us give thanks to Almighty God for 


Robinfon's Hitt: p. 427. And'Primitive Chriftianity, p 192- 
t Robinfon’s Hiftory, p. 476. 
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thefe benefits.—We yield thee hearty thanks, moft 
merciful Father, that ir hath pleafed thee to regenerate 
this infant with thy Holy Spirit, to receive him for 
thine own child by adoption.” And when the children are 
thought capable of catechetical inftruction, the catechift 
thus interrogates; ‘* Who gave thee this name ? My 
fponfors in my baptifm, WHEREIN | WAS MADE a meme 
ber of Chrift, a child of God, and an inhberitor of the 
kingdom of heaven.”* Dr. Hopkins, when {peaking 
of the Weftminfter Catechifm, takes notice of this an- 
fwer ; “ Baptifm is a facrament, wherein the wathing 
with water, inthe name, &c. doth fignify and feal our ine. 
grafting into Chrift.—This catechifm ts received by the 
church of Scotland, and by all, or moft of the Prefby- 
terian and Congregational churches in England, Ireland, 
and America; and taught to their children.” He then 
adds, “If baptifm fignifies and feals what it,1s here faid 
todo; then infants, when they are baptized, are vifibly, 
or in the view of the church, ingrafted into Chrift, and 
mide partakers of the bletlings of the covenant of 
grace.”+ 

Now, Sir, let us juft collect thefe fcattered rays of 
evidence to a focus.—-To conclude that all who die un- 
baptized eternally “ perith 5” to & /evy heavy fines” v0 
oblige parents to baptize their children; to *licenfe 
even midwives to baptize, rather than 't theuld not be 

done ; to “curfe” thofe who deny the Rie of it to 
the falvation of infants; to call the denial of it “ infante 
dimming doérine ;” to thank God that the infant by 
baptifin is “ regenerated 5” toveach children ‘to believe, 
that in their baptifm they were “ made members of Chrift, 
and children of God,” and that baptifm doth /gnify, and 
“fal their ingrafling into Chrifi,” and that they are 
thereby made partakers of the blefiings af the covenant 
of grace. 

IF atter attending to the evidence here ¢xhibit- 
ed, the charge againft us of laying an “ wadue fre/s” 
upon baptifm fhould be continued; the author of the 
‘ Friendly Letter’ is moJeftlyrequefted to produce proof 


Vid. The office of public baptifn of infants, and the cutechifm. 


Syhem, Vol. it. p. 394 
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from the writings of the Baptitts to thow, that they af- 
cribe any greater efficacy to it.than their Predobaptilt 
brethren 
The lait thing which [ (hall remark upon, is a § query’ 
which you fuggeit in the following words: ¢ May it 
not be owing tothe manner in which /me preachers of 
your denomination have treated the {ubject of baptifm,. 
that fo many profeilors of your fect have turned Dei/ls, 
Shakers, Univecfalifts, &c. 2?’ Upon this would briefly 
obierve; It is thought you would have acted more con- 
fiitently with your title page, and other profeffions of 
candour, that if you had known any inftances in which 
the /ubjeé? had veen treated, to have pointed them out 
to the imprudent teacher, rather than to have catt 
tne /lvr indilcriminately upon the whole denomination. 
But, Sur, we cannot admit the fuppofed fact to be true. 
For although it may be difficult to determine the exact 
numd of Dei/ts, Shakers, and Univerfalifs, and what 
their fentiments have heretofore been; yet we think 
ourfelves under as good advantages to know the {tate 
of our churches, as any others can be: for we have an 
annuai correfpondence with them froin the diftrict of 
Maine to the ttate of Georgia 5 and alfo with our breth- 
ren.on the other fide the di/antic. Hence we are con- 
fident, that. if they principally originate from us, their 
number mutt be {mall. 
Ut fhouid it even be allowed, that a greater number 
of our denomination had gone over to the above fenti- 
ments than from any other, will it hence follow, that 


" * Icis.a queftion with fome thinking perfons, whether to teach 

Shildren to bclieve, that by baptiim they are * regenerated” and “ in- 

gtafced into Chrit, and made partakers of the blefliays of the covcnant 

of yrace," is not laying an ‘ undue ftrels’ upon the orlinance ?—I will 

wld the fentiment of alate writer “A virtaous profelfion,” faith he, 

# of the Chriftian religion is founded in faith in Chrift, and from this 

firit element all after actions naturally ow: but where, as in-profeffiog 

infants, the primordial element:is not and cannot be, religion rifes on a 

poftuiatum, or aflumed proof, The lives of tuch nominal Chriltians 

give too much evidence, that they ar: Clri(tiaas only by prepoffeilions, 

and hence come innumerable @rrors, paffions and vices. Having no 
seafons of their own for citlver|futh or virtué, they know pothing af 
the religion which they profefs, and avoid nome of the srimcs it Wis 

intended to deftroy.” | 
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it was-becaufe they had once been ‘plunged ail under 
water?’ Do you ferioufly think that one in thirty 
would ackuuwtedze, that any circuimitances coanecte: | 
with their being tumertfed, led them to embeuce thoie 
fenctiments ? [cis doubted whether this would appear 
upon exarninatton. 

You inform us that.you *fuggeit y without 
any defign to reproach. Sir, your defca fails not 
within our juritdiction to judge ; thie query w/e f, we 
are oulige view as a Hels, iiberal reilection. 

li the caufe you are engaged tn. cannot be dupported 
by paver facts, founded on rational evidence, without 
making ule of fuch teeble auxiliaries as your own Jearsy 
[uggs fioms, and queries, you will not think it itranye if 
we fhould not become convert; to your fentiments, 
But you continue your fuggeftion and afk, ‘Is it not 
fuppoteable, that from the manner in which Janie have 
treated the tubject of baptifm, thete apoftates were firft 
led to fuppofe it a great attainment in religion, to be 
plunged all undes water? ‘Vhis. fuppofition places the 
whole of thefe «poffates (as you call them) to our ace 
count: and that they were led on to this apoitafy 
merely by wrong untructions refpecting baptifm. But, 
do you know. this cerraany to be the cale with any one 
individual or with any condiderable number of them 
It not, your fuppofition muit appear in an unfr iendly 
light, and ‘calculated ta miflead the ignorant and in- 
attentive. 

You conclude your alarming defcription, by prefent- 
ing them to the eye of imagination, as ¢ now fnking in 
the quickfands which border on final perdition! + an- 
dora’s fatal box could f{caree contain more evils than you 
attribute to baptifm by immerfion ! Enlightened realm, 
however, makes a paufe,—and aiks, Can it be fo? Hoary 
expevienceanitantly comes forward, and afferts that the 
fact is known to be otherwife. 

O thou condefcending Redeemer, is an humble imi- 
tation of thy tunucent example thus charged with leads 
ing the fata/ way to infidelity, and ¢ final perdition? Haft 
hot commanded us to follow thee ? and “ 
ye love me, keep my commandments °” . 
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Sir, I have now finifhed my remarks upon your 
Friendly Letier, and ‘halt only beg leave to add my fin. 
cere wtthes for your profperity in the caute ef truth ; 
and that you may be honoured as an inftrument in 
brifiging .many fons to glory. I now cheerfully fub- 
mit the foregoing obfervations tothe judgment of a 
candid public. At the fame time humbly imploring 
the Father of mercies fo to overrule the prefent con. 
troverfy, that truth may be fupported, error detected, 
and the ordinances reftored to their primitive purity : 
that we may be agreed, not only fo as to hold occafional 
communion together, but according to the apoftle’s de- 
fire, that we may be perfecPly joined toyether in the faine 
mind, and in the fame judgment, with refpe&t to the 
MODE and orDER of gofpel inftitutions ; and that we 
may all {peak the fame thing. ‘Then indeed, what the 
prophet faw in vifion fhall in a gofpel fenfe be accom- 
plithed 5 Zhe envy of Ephraim /ball depart, and the adver- 
faries of Fudah fhall be cut off : Ephraim fball not envy 
Fudah, and Fudah frall not vex Ephraim.* With joy we 
anticipate the happy day, when in a peculiar fenfe, The 
Lorp fball be Kin over all the earth : in that day there 

all be one Lond, and his name one !+ One faith ! One 
baptifm '{ Tis church, one body; and the watchmen, 
with regard to gofpel inftitutions, /hal/ ee eye to eye ; and 
all di/puting ceafe forever. 

While waiting the arrival of that happy period, it 
fhall be my conitant prayer, 


“ If lam right, thy grace impart, 
Me in the right to ftay ; 

If lam wrong, O teach my heart, 
Te find that better way,” 


ai. 13. Eph. img 


t Zech. xiv 9. 
JIC. 
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; In page 67, fecond paragraph, inftcad of the three firft lines, read 2% 
indeed it be evident from Scripture, “ That none but fuch, whe 
are thus vifibly, and in the charitable judgment of the church, believers,” &e. 
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OF tO Wit: 


Dis 
aa 

B* iT cen, on the tenth day of September, in 

the thirty-firll year Of the independence of the Unired Staies of 
Amenca, Manninxne & Lowina, of the faid diftriét, have depof- 
ited in this office the ttle of 4 Book, the right whereof they claim as 
Proprietors, in the words following, te wit:—** The Bapufm ot 
lievers only, and the Particular Communion of the Baputt Churches, 
explained and vindicated. three Parts. The fill—publifhed ori- 
ginally in 1789; the fecond—in 1°94; the thirdan Appendix, con- 
taimog Additional Obfervations and Arguments, with Stni¢tures on 
fevera! lave Publications. By THomas BaLpwtx.”. 


In conformity to the A % of the Congrefs of the United States, enti- 
tled, ** An Aét for the encouragement of learning, by fecuring the 
copies of maps, charts, and books, to the Authors and Proprictois of 
fuch copies, during the umes therein mentioned ;” and alfoto an Act, 
entitled, “* An Act fupplememtary to an A&t, entitled, ‘An A& for 
the encouragement of learning, by fecuring the copies of maps, charts, 
and books, to the Authors and Proprietors of fuch copies, r wach the 
times there mentioned ;’ and extending the benefits thereof to the 
aris of defigning, engraving, and etching hiflorical and other prints.”’ 


WILLIAM S. SHAW, Clerk of the Diftriét of Majfachufetts. 
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Ir is with a mixture of regret and pleafure, that 
the Author of the enfuing work again refumes his pen 
in this unpleafant controverfy. ‘lo be obliged to oppoie 
the fentiments and practice of a body of Chriftians, fo 
refpectable for their number, learning, and piety, and 
for many of whom he entertains cordial fentiments of 
friendfhip and Chriftian affection, is matter of no {mall 
regret. But he feels a degree of pleafure in believing, 
that he is not influenced by an improper partiality for 
a particular fect, but with a laudable zeal for the honour 
of Chrift,:as Lawgiver and King in Zion. 

The fubjeét of particular communion, has at length be- 
come the moft important article of difpute, between 
the Baptifts and Pedobaptifts. ‘The latter urge their 
objections with much addrefs, and feem determined if 
we will not give up this part of our practice, to have no 
religious conyexion with us whatever. 

We have attempted, in a very plain, undifguifed man- 
ner, to aflign the true reafons of our conduct. Thefe 
have been either overlooked, or deemed unfatisfactory. 
They on the other hand have laboured to convince us, 
that the whole of our praclice wherein we differ from 
them, is unicriptural, and oppofed to the true {pirit of 
. the golpel. We have, with all the candour we could 
command, endeavoured critically to examine and weigh 
their arguments, but have not been able to fee their 
conclufivenefs. Of courfe we remain unconvinced. 
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It is a fact well known, that the Baptift churches 
from time immemorial, have in general held and prac- 


‘tifed, what is called clofe or particular communion. ‘Vhat 


is, they have refufed to communicate at the Lord's 
table with thofe whom they deemed unbaptized. When 
they were few in number, and univerfally defpifed, this 
was little complained of. It was fometimes juft men- 
tioned in the clofe of a long catalogue of errors in this 
way, ** And belide all this, they refufe to commune 
with us.” 

We with not to attribute the unufual and increafing 
oppofition that is made to our fentimentsinthis particular, 
to unworthy motives ; but we are at a lofs in fome in- 
{tances how to account for it, on the principles of Chril- 
tian fincerity. Can we fuppofe, that thofe who unceai- 
ingly fcandalize our practice, and endeavour to repre- 
fent our fentiments in the moft unfavourable light, are 
fincerely defirous of communicating with us at the 
Lord’s table ? We certainly cannot, unlefs we fuppote 
them as inconiiftent as they reprefent us. Tor what 
purpofe then, it may be afked, is this Aue and cry fet up 
about clofe communion ? It is believed by many, that 
the true anfwer would be, becaufe itis known to be the 
moft popular objection which can be urged againft our 
fentiments. Immerfion has confefledly fo'many advan- 
tages over fprinkling, and the baptifm of a believing 
adult to that of an unconfcious infant ; that little head 
could be made againft a practice which has fo much the 
appearance of being apoitolic, were it not for its con- 
nexion with the “ antichriftian” {cheme of clofe com- 
munion, 

Our Pedobaptift brethren know as well as we, that 
our particular communion is a natural confequence of 
our fentiments refpecting baptifm It is feen at once, 
that the former is direétly connected with the latter ; 
yea, that it arifes out of it. But inftead of approving: 
of it upon this ground, they infer, that our views of 
baptifm muft be wrong, or they would not produce fuch 
unpleafant confequences. We are fatisfied that there 
is fault fomewhere. Lither they are to blame for re- 
jeting the counfel of God in net being baptized agreeably to 
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the inftitution ; or we are, for not acknowledging then - 
to be baptized when we verily believe they are not. 

We think, however, we cannot be.confiftently blamed, 
for refufing to. communicate at the Lord’s table with 
 fuch as we deem unbaptized, efpecially by fuch as them- 
felves hold baptifm to be a pre-requilite for that ordt- 
nance. This we confider to be precifely the ground 
which otrr Pxdobaptift brethren ftand. We know 

of none who are efteemed found in doctrine, and or- 
derly in practice, who do not agree with us, in refuling 
to communnicate with any perfons however pious and 
amiable, until they are baptized. 

There are fome indeed, to get rid of the difficulty in 
the eaficft way poffible, who tell us, (but who never re- 
duce their fentiments to practice) they could commune 
with thofe who had never been baptized in any way; 
provided they had fufficient evidence of their piety. 
But we conclude the Pxdobaptifts in general, would 
join with us, in rejecting a fentiment fo fubveriive of 
gofpel order, and fay with the apoftle, “© We have uo 
fuch cuftom, neither the churches of God: 

It thefe obfervations be juft, they will bring us to the 
true ground of the controverfy ; which is, not whether 
we ought to communicate with unbaptized perfons, 
but whether we ought not to believe that to be gofpel 
baptifm which is adminiftered by fprinkJing only, and 
to fuch fubjects as make no profeffion oftheir faith ? 
For notwithitanding they conftantly blame-us for refu- 
fing them communion at the Lord’s table, they do it 
always upon the fuppofition, that they are baptized as 
well as we. We have repeatedly declared, that we 
could not con{cientioufly believe them to be baptized, 
according to the requirement of the inftitution. We 
think our brethren ought to believe us. Our practice 
fufficiently demonftratesthe fincerity of the declaratior. 
For could we with a good confcience recede from a 
practice fo very obnoxious to other Chriftians, they cer- 
tainly muft fuppofe we fhould with to do it. “‘Tlereforé 
to charge.us with holding the fentimenr merely 
party fpirit, or with a‘view to make a” fchifin in the. 
body of believers, is both ungenerous and unjuft. We 
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folemnly declare, if we know the motives of our con- 
duct, that nothing lefs than a confcientious regard to 
vhat we believe to be the will of God our Saviour 
manifetted in his word, influences our practice in this 
particular. 

If we have been able clearly to comprehend and {tate 
the fubject of the difpute, and to fhew where the dif. 
ficulty les; the next quefiion will be, What can be 
done to bring the matter toa favourable iffue ? We 
fee at prefent only two ways, in which this can be ef- 
fected. The firft is, for each party to drop the difpute 
wholly, and to conclude his brother may be a Chriftian, 
though in fome points he may be erroneous. Hach 
concluding to retain their fentiments entire, until they 
are convinced by the light of truth that they are wrong. 
Determining like the Bereans to fearch the icriptures, 
and fee if thefe things are fo 5 and in the mean time to 
unite in every thing in which they are agreed, in aid- 
ing the common caute of our glorious Redeemer. 

Should the above be rejected, we conceive the only 
remaining way will be, for each party to bring their 
whole itrength to the conteft, and determine to conquer, 
or be conquered. 

Lhe former of thefe, is certainly the, moft pleafant 
and delirable; and if it can be thought praticable 
ought to be purfued. What real objection can there 
be to a practice which approximates to that charity which 
b:lieveth all things, hopeth all.things ? What objection ¢ 
a very ferious one, fays my Pwdobaptift brother ! You 
refufe to admit me to your communion table ; and this 
you pretend to do, becaufe you fay I am not rightly bap- 
tized. Yon therefore evidently ‘ confider me as one o 
the antichriflian workl.” And by thus,treating me, 
you place me without, where are dogs, and forcerers, and 
awhoremongers, and murderers, and idolaters, and who/zever 
loveth and maketh a lie.”* No, my dear brother, you in- 
fer too haftily. We donot confider you as “ one of the 
antichriftian world,” but as a dear child of God: yet we 
feriowlly think you are in an errer refpecting bapti!m. 
‘We can by no means bring ourlelves to believe, that 


“* Vid. Mr. Auftin’s Letters, p. 5, 8. 
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to be a Chrifiian, and ito -be baptized, are precifely the 
fame thing. You feem to fuppote, that we lay an un- 
due ftrefs upon baptifm. But is it not evident that you 
lay much more ? For the want of it, wholly unchrif- 
tianizes a perfon in your view : in ours, it only proves 
his obedience defective, without impeaching his motives. 
We fuppofe that d/indne/s in part has happened to bim, but 
do not determine his heart to be prevailingly wicked. 

‘The want of baptifm can take no more from a man, 
than the poffeffion of it could acd to him ; for if bap- 
tilrm alone would not make him a Chriftian, then the 
want of it cannot wholly unchriftianize him. Befides, 
if you have that charity which deareth all things, and 
which endureth ail things, will it not enable you to dear 
avith us alittle in this folls,* »* if indeed you efteem it to 
be fuch ¢ 

Should we not all aét much more in character as 
Chriftians, to unite im every point of truth in which we 
are agreed, rather than to treat each other with fuch 
unchriftian indifference, merely becaufe we are not 
agreed in every thing ¢ No, replies another Padobaptift 
brother, all your profeffions of friendihip are of no 
avail, fo long as you “ withhold communion from us, 
thereby treating us, as unchriftened heathens, aliens 
from the church and covenant of God.”+ My dear 
Sir, you do not do us juftice. Your inference is the 
moft unfavourable that could be made. We certainly 
mean no fuch thing by the practice which you repre- 
hend 5 nor can we fee that it neceffarily implies what 
you infer; Is there no other poflible way in which we 
can manifeft our Chriftian affection to each other, un- 
lefs we meet at the fame communion table? Ifthe 
members of a particular church have no other way of 
exprefling their love to each other, than at periodical 
feafons to meet together at the Lord’s table, we mutt 
conclude they are unacquainted with many of the prin. 
advantages to be derived from the ‘Chriftian, 

eflion. 

The feriptures lead us to conceive that this myfic rite 

was defigned by our. bleffed, Saviour to reprefent his 


Cor Dr Ofgood’s Dife. on Baptifm, p. 10. 
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death, and as an expreffion of our hope of intereft in it ; 
and fo, by confequence, to be eve token of Chriftian fel- 
lowfhip. But how many thoufands of Chriftians there 
are of the fame denomination, who have fellowihip with 
each other, but whio never did, and perhaps never will, 
meet together at the fame fucramental table. 

It is fully believed that a confiderable proportion of 
the two denominations’are agreed in the important 
articles of the Chriftian faith. It ‘is hence certainly de- 
firable they fhould unite their efforts to advance this 
beft of interefts, and to oppofe the enemies of our com- 
mon falvation. | 

Many of our brethren tell us, they have long ardent- 
ly defired this union among all real Chriftians :—but ; 
—but what ? Why we lrave, fay they, one very im- 
portant objection ; you will not admit us to communion 
with you. Suppofing we cannot con{cientioufly ; what 
then ? Why then, we think it beft to have no religious. 
connexion with you whatever. Well, if it muft be fo, 
t muft. But admitting we are in an error in this par- 
ticular, is it of fuch a nature as actually to forbid alk 
Chriftian intercourfe with us ? We really believe you 
to be in an error as it refpects both the fubjects and the 
mode of baptifm. We are willing to allow you to form: 
the fame opinion of us with refpect to our terms of com- 
munion ; (for itt muft be remembered that you can readily 
everlook all the reft of our errors, if we would only 
confent to free communion) now what decifion can it 
be fuppofed an impartial judge would pzfs upon our 
difference of opinion on thefe points ? Would he not 
rationally conclude, that all’who are in heart friendly 
to the Lord Jefus Chrift, and who agree im the’ effentiat 
articles of the Chriftian faith, ought cordially to unite 
their endeavours to build up the caufe of the dear Re- 
deemer ? Flere we think we are willing to meet our 
brethren, and leave every thing of tecfs’ moment to the 
light of truth to adjuft. “Who then are the blameable 
caufe of the prefent difunion ? Attempts will undoubt- 
edly be made, to lay it at the’ door of the Baptifts : 
yea, it is already plated tothtir atcount.~ For, fays 2 
Rev, Pxdobaptift brother, Were they equally liberal 
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and candid, (as we are) the unity of the /pirit in the bond 
of peace might be preferved, and all clamour, ftrife, and 
divifion, happily prevented. Upon whom then, does 
the guilt of thefe evils lie ?’* We are unwilling to 
bear the blame, if we can honourably clear ourielves 
of it ; and we are determined to make an effort to that 
purpote. , 

In meeting our brethren on the ground above ftated, 
we think we meet them fairly. We afk no relinquiih- 
ment of fentiment on their part. We admit them jult 
as they are. But in propofing to unite with us, they 
infift upon our giving up an article which is interwoves 
with every part of our fentiments as Baptifts. ‘he im- ~ 
partial will hence judge which party ts juftly chargeable 
with the want of candour. ra 

If our brethren are determined on tliis point, that 
they will have no religious connexion with us, nor fellow- 
fhip us as members of the houfehold of faith, unlefs 
we give up our particular communion, we think we have 
a right to expect from them fatisfactory proof of one of 
the two following articles. Namely, ’ 

Firft. ‘That baptifm is not, by the order of the gofpel, 
required as an indifpenfable pre-requifite to a vifible 
ftanding in the church of Chrift, and confequently to a 
participation at the Lord’s table. Or, 

Secondly. Vhat neither a vifible profeffion of faith, 
nor an immerfion in water, are effential to gofpel bap- 
tifm. 

We think we have a right to expeét them to furnith 
proof on one of thefe points, or ceafe to blame us for 
our limited communion. We fee no way at prefent 
how we can give up the former, or admit the latter, 
without violating our own confciences. -And yet every. 
perfon of common difcernment muft fee, that we prac- 
tically admit one or. the other, by uniting in free com-. 
munion with fuch as we deem unbaptized. 

Will our brethren, who charge us with being con- 
truéted in Our views, attempt to prove, that believers in - 
the apoftolic age were admitted to communicate to- 
gether at the Lord’s table, without firft fubmitting to 


— - ae 


* Dr. Ofgeod’s Dife. p. 11. 


170 APPENDIX. 


baptifm, as a prior inftitution ? We think they will not. 
An attempt of this kind would have to encounter not 
only the {fcripture hiftory, but the univerfal fentiment 
and practice of Chriftians of all denominations, from the 
commencement of the gofpel difpenfation, down to the 
prefent day : we hence conclude none will undertake 
it. As the fubject in difpute has not, as we recollect, 
been aflumed on this ground, we fhall net at prefent 
attempt to adduce arguments to oppole it. We fhall 
therefore take it for granted, until fome one attempts to 
prove the contrary, that the two denominations are 
agreed on this point. 

The queition in difpute may be reduced then to this 
fingle point; Whether thofe who have only been /prink- 
led in infancy, before they had any knowledge of good 
or evil, and confequently before they were capable ef 
profefling faith in Chrift, are to be confidered as bap- 
tized perions, (and hence duly qualified for communion 
at the Lord’s table) according to the divine imititution ? 
To this queftion, the Baptifts give their decided nega- 
tive. They have uniformly infifted, that none have a 
right to the inftitution, but fuch as profefs to de/ieve 
with all the heart.* It alfo appears clear to them, that 
any application of water, fhort of an entire immeriion, 
or bathing of the.whole body, cannot be confidered as 
gofpel baptifm. ‘The Pxdobaptifts take the oppofite 
fide of the queftion, and attempt to prove the right of 
infants to baptifm, not from New Teftament authority, 
but from the covenant of circumcifion made with Abra- 
ham and his feed ; and from the /amene/s of the Jewith 
and Chriftian churches. They alfo attempt to juttify 
fprinkling, or any partial application of water for bap- 
tifm, principally on the ground that the inftitution 1s 
delivered in fuch indefinite language, that nothing more 
can be pofitively determined, than that water in the 
name of the facred Trinity is fome how or other to be 
applied. 

From this plain ftatement, the reader will readily 
perceive the different ground the parties take, and will 
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be able, it is hoped, in the fequel, to determine fatisfacto- 
rily which fide has the fupport of truth, 
That we may avail ourfelves of all the light which 
our opponents have to offer in favour.of the above fen- 
timents, we fhall begin with an examination of their ar- 
guments in fupport of them. 


SECTION IL 


The Arguments for Infant Member fhip in the Gofpel Church, 
inferred from the Covenant of Circumcifion, confulered. 


‘| HE covenant of circumcifion is a general topic 
reforted to by nearly all the advocates for infant bap- 
tim. Few have attempted to defend it as having de- 
rived its authority entirely from the New Teftament. 
Hence when you afk a Pedobaptift for his warrant for 
infant baptifm, he will at once refer you to the xviith. 
chapter of Genefis, and repeat a part of the covenant 
of circumcifion ; (for it muft be obferved, that Pxdo- 
baptifts claim no intereft in the greater part of that cov- 
_enant, any more than the Baptifts do.) Here he will 
inform you, that God was gracioufly pleafed to make 
a grant in favour of the infean feed of the Jewifh pa- 
-triarch, and promifed that the bleffing of Abraham 
fhould come on the Gentiles through faith. ‘The fame 
grant, he will tell you, fecures to the offspring of every 
believer the right of admiffion to the gofpel church and 
its privileges. As if this ftatement were an unequivocal 
an{wer to your inquiry, you may expect him to turn upon 
you with an air of aflarance, and demand of you cate- 
gorical proof, when and where this rife of tnfants was 
ever vacated ? 

But it muft be obferved, that this is taking for 
granted the very point in difpute ; i.e. That infants 
have a right to gofpel baptifm, becaufe infants under the 
law had a right to circumcifion. ‘That the male off- 


- pring of Abrabam,-and of his natural feed, and of his 
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fervants and their feed, were proper fubjects of the rite 
of circumcifion, no Baptift we believe ever difputed. 
But, that the partial rite of infants (for it was only fuch) 
under the legal difpenfation, fhould, without any renewa! 
of the grant or other intimation, fecure for them gener- 
ally aright to baptifm under the gofpel difpenfation, is 
an inference that cannot be admitted without proof. 
This proof is what the Baptifts have long afked for, 
but have never yet been able to obtain. ‘The agreement 
between thefe two difpenfations will be more particu- 
larly confidered under the next head. 

Our bufinefs at prefent is, to examine the evidence 
in favour of infant memberfhip in the Chriftian church, 
as founded and refting on the covenant of circumcifion. 
Paffing over for the prefent, God’s covenant with Abra- 
ham, which contained the promife of the Meffiah, and 
the bleffing of the Gentile nations in him, we fhall pro- 
ceed immediately to the confideration of this covenant.* 

In the xviith. chapter of Genefis this covenant is re- 
corded at large. ‘The feveral articles of it may be enu- 


‘merated and diftinguifhed as follows. 


Art. LL will make my covenant between me and thee, 
AND WILL MULTIPLY THEE EXCEEDINGLY, Gen. xvii. 2. 
The promitiory part of this article refpeéted the nat- 
ural offspring of Abraham, and nothing more, as appears 
by numerous other paflages of {cripture, as well as the 
one before us: unlefs it fhould be thought'that Abra- 
‘ham’s natural feed was typical of his {piritual. ‘The 
promife in this article has been literally and extenfively 
fulfilled. 


Art, IT. Behold my covenant is thee, and thou fhalt 


.6¢ @ FATHER OF MANY NATIONS, ver. 4, 5. 


The fulfilment of this part of the covenant is eafily 


- traced in the facred hiftory. A number of diftin¢ct na- 
tions did arife from the feed of Abraham, fome of which 
‘remain to the prefent day. ‘I‘here is nothing in this 


‘article which points us direétly to the church of Chriit. 
The utmoft that can fairly be made out, will be only a 
typical reference. | | | 


| ® As this covenant was talled by a New-Tefament Martyr the cov~ 
enant of circumsifion, we know of no better name by which to call it. 
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Art. HI. ‘he third particular promifed on God’s 
behalf to Abraham, was, not only that he fhould be the 
Father of a numerous, bat of royal race. AND KINGS 
SHALL COME OF THEE, ver. 6. "ag 
-This re{pected not the ichurch of: God, as fuch, under 
any difpentation ; but the natural offspring of the pa- 
triarch. Nor is there any difliculty in tracing the lit- 
eral fulfilment of this part of the covenant. If we ex- 
amine the hiftory of Ithmael, Abraham’s firft-born,. or 
the family, of Lfaac, the immediate heir of promife, we 
thall fnd-kings)in abundance did {pring from Abraham. 
The account which has come dobwr to us in the facred 
pages, refpecting thefe nations and their kings, furnifhes 

unconteftable proof, that by far'the greateft part’ were 
very wicked, and of them grots idolaters. View 
them collectively or individually,and you will fcarcely be 
able to trace a typical refemblance of that church, which 
Jelus Chriftifet up, under. the! newidifpenfation much 
lefs the church im an orgafiized:gofpelj 
Art. DV. ndp covenant between me and 
thee, and thy feed after thee, in their generations, FOR “AN 
EVERLASTING COVENANT, TO BE A GOP UNTO THEE 
AND TO THY SEED AFTER THEE. AND | WILL’GivE 
UNTO THEE AND TO ‘THY SEED AFTER THEE, THE 
LAND WHEREIN..THOU ART A.STRANGERy ALL THE 
LAND OF CANAAN, FOR AN EVERLASTING POSSESSION, 
AND T ‘writ Be Gop, 7, 
_ As this part of the covenant contains the great prin- 
ciple, from whence our Pedobaptift. brethren draw their 
main arguments, we will endeavour to examine every 
part of it carefully. 
dlere.are two;leading ideas in, this article. . The firft 
God’s. promife to be: Gov to Abraham and his feed. 
fecond, te them the land of Canaan. "This ¢ove- 
‘Rant, taken co éctively, is, called an everlafing covengnt; 
and the grant of the land of Canaan, an everlafing poffe/fon. 
‘Whatever bleflings were in¢luded in this‘covenant, or 


pofléflion, all were conveyed by the fame 
tenor. Thefame words of perpetuity are affixed toeach. 
That God has long fince by, his, prophet. pronounced 

a Loammi upon that.people,* and by his fighteous prov- 
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idence rejected them from all fpecial vifible relation to 
himy can no more be denied, than that ‘he ‘has fuffered 
them to be. driven out, and dnpofleffed of the land of 

We wall now proceed: to.inquire: more particular! 

what was promifed in this everlatting covenant.* ‘he 
language is, J wll eflablifb my covenant, &e. to be a God 
unto thee, and to thy feed after thee. The queftion is, what 
did God engage by.this. promife? « Every thing,” fays 
one, “that a God of,'mercy can beftow upon fallen 
creaturés, for time asidieternity.”” Indeed this is a gen- 
eral poitulatum, taken by the writers‘on ‘that tide of the 
controverly, is it correét Will they be: willing 
to abide by all the contequences}; which will unavoida- 
bly follow tuch a fuppofition? ,When God faid, J will 
be a God to thee, and to thy feed, * the promife is as much 
to the jeed, as to Abraham,” fays a zealous ‘advocate 
for, infant memberthipt Very well. But what was 


engaged in thisi promife 2, Was it a promife of abfolute 
faving bleflings¢ Jf noty we aré difputing about noth- 


* Some perfons appear to lay,an undue frefs upon the word ever lu fe 
ing, Which is annexed to this sovenant, as, though it were a peculiar 
characteriftic of it. Whatever ideas we attach to this expreflion, we 
certainly ought to explain it’ cdrrefpondent to fa@, to the actual fate 

“ The word everlafting to us does not appear peculiar as applicd in the 
cafe before us. It is frequently ufed with refpea to other covenantst 
It has 4 ‘threcfold application as conne@ed with this covenant. |! he 
is gencval. dt ‘is: called an everlatting covenant. ‘The poffeflion 
of she promifed land, an everlafing poficifion. ‘Lhe mark left u 
the fubjects of this bloody rite is thus expreffed ; My covenant fhall be 
in your ff for an eveclafling covenant Our brethren very tcnacioufly 
the firth of théte, but have -no difficulty: in difpenfing with the 
lat, \\Te us hey appear fo. chtirely connected, that we are Jed to 
_sonlider:them all of thefame import. Yea, it appears to us that the 
two latter are ¢xegcetical of the former. At leat, no part of the cove- 
by, fair conftiudtion,’ be carried 'to’a greater extent of time, 
. that theymark,of circunrcjfion in the'ftelh, and the poffeffion of the land 
of Canaan, | which are faid to be everlafting. Elence we fc, 
that two parts,of this covenant called everlafling have come to an end, 
‘White the expreffion is retained, for the purpofe of sid- 
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favour of the unbelieving children of the Gentiles. 


did not contain an abfolute promife of eternal life, it is 
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We (hail take the liberty to ftate a few queries, in 
order to throw light on the fubject. 0 

ift. Did this promife, to be a God to Abraham's feed, 
refpect his natural or fpiritual feed ? If the former, then 
the Gentiles cannot be included, for this plain reafon, 
they are not his offspring. If the latter, none but be- 
lievers cam be interefted:; for no other are the /piritual 
feed of Abraham. In either cafe it fupports no claim in 


2d. Was this promife abfolute ? or was it conditional ? 
If abfolute, (and it contained the. faving bleflings of 
redemption) will it not prove that all the deicendants 
of Abraham to the lateft period of time will be faved ? 
We think this will unavoidably follow. But this proves 
too much, becaule it proves again{t fact, and fo deftroys 
itfelf. Ifwe are toconfider this as a conditional promife 
of falvation, it will oblige us to inquire, © 

3d. What were the conditions on which its bleflings 
were fufpended ? Were they any thing fhort of faith 
and repentance ? If fo, it could not be a promife ex- 
tending to all Abraham's poiterity containing eternal 
life ; none but penitent believers have any. fuch 
promife:made to Nor will. any others, let them 
defeend from whom they: may, ever thare in:the final 
bleffings of redemption. 
_ 4th, Whatever elfe might be contained in the prom- 
ife made to Abraham and his feed in this covenant, if it 


urged againit us in this controverfy to no purpofe ; and 
muft in that cafe be acknowledged to be eflentially dif- 
ferent from what God has promifed to believers. God's 
promifes refpecling his believing people are abjolure. 
They are not yea and may 5 dut yea and amen to the glory 
d God by us. He that heareth my words, faid Jefus, and 
lieveth on him that fent me, hath everlafting life, and foall 
NEVER, COME INTO CONDEMNATION.* 
5th. If all Abraham’s defcendants, through every. pe- 
riod of time, are not faved with a:complete and everlaft. 
ing falvation ; will it mot prove beyond a reafonable 
doubt, that God promuifed no fuch thing, in his engage- 
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ment, to be a God to: Abraham and his feed ? We 
think that none, unlefs they are Univerfalifts, will have 
the madnefs to day, that all the natural offspring of 
Abraham have been, or will be faved. Nor will any 
impioufly dare to charge God with a violation of his 
promife. | 

6th. If it fhould be faid, that God did not engage 
abfolutely to fave all Abraham’s pofterity, including the 
fon of the bond-woman, the fix fons of Keturah and 
their defcendants ; Efau, Achany Korah, Dathan, and 
Abiram, with all that unbelieving race, whofe carcafles 
fell in the wildernefs\; bur that he only engaged to five 
fuch as trufted in, and obeyed him ; this would be a 
complete abandonment of the argument; for it 
would: !place fuch as claim intere{t’ in the covenant of 
circumcifion, exactly. upon a level with all others. God 
has engaged to fave ali: others who reverence, worlhip, 
and obey him ;: Abraham be ignorant of them, and 
lfrael acknowledge them not.* We have no difficulty in 
believing, that all who are truly pious, whether circum- 
cifed or uncircumeifed, baptized or uubaptized, will be 
be allowed: to query once more. If 
God has not promifed falwationablolucely. to the feed of 
Abraham generally, including .allthe unbelievers’ of 
that mation; can the promife be fuppofed to make any 
better provifion for the unbelieving feed of Gentile be- 
lievers? It certainly cannot. For if God {pared not 
the natural branches unbelief, it can hardly be 
fuppofed that. Gentile unbelievers; whether young or 
old, can have any real intereft in, or union to,the True 
Hf the reader can keep in mind the above queries, 
and can without prejudice allow them their, proper 
weight, he will want much more than mere affertion to 
fatisfy him, that the infane feed of believers-have a right 
to. memberthip in’tlre: gofpel church, in confequence of 
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Could we believe with cur brethren, that the 
above promife made to Abraham and his feed, has de- 
{cended inthe fulleft extent to Gentile believers and 
their feed, the preceding queries would prefent the 
fame difficulties in this application of it, as in the for- 
mer. It would in this cafe be extremely natural to afk, 
What has God promifed to the children of Pedobaptift 
believers, more than to the children of other believers ? 
Has he promifed falvation to any while impenitent, on 
the account of the piety of their parents ? or merely 
becaufe they have been baptized ? It muft be anfwered 
in the negative. | 

From thefe different views of the fubject, the argu- 
ment feems to be verging to a point ; and this will be 
the only juft conclufion, He that believeth, and is baptized, 
whether defcended from believing, or infidel parents, 
foall be faved ; and he that believeth not, however pious his 
ance(tors, be damned. | The fame Lord over all, is rich 
unio all who call upon him: for there is norefp:8 of per- 
fons with Ged. 

_ In attempting to accommodate this covenant with 
its diftinguifhing inftitute, to the ftate of the Gentile 
church under the gofpel economy, we meet with diffi- 
culties at every ftage. © We are IY to pafs through 
a long train of analogical and inferential reafonings, 
which few perfons are competent to, in order to find a 
plain golpe! inftitution, equally defigned for men and 
women of all nations and capacities But for what is ai! 
this labour ? Is it not to jupport a tradition which has 
no foundation in the word aft God, nor in any authen-. 
tic hiftory of the'primitive apofiolic church Does ir 
not appear:much more natural and fafe to go forth by the 
footfteps of the flock; ‘following our good SHEPHERD in 
his own example ; remembering, that when he putteth 
Sorth bis own fbeep, he goeth before them? 
We think it has been made fufficiently plain in the 
Pp ing remarks, that if the covenant promife to 
Abraham’s feed ‘refpected his natural feed, none of the 
Gentiles can’ be: interefted: in it. ‘If (it refpected his 
fpiritual feed;\none but believers can be interefted ;- for 
no others, in the language of the New Teftament, are 
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confidered as the children of Abraham. Hence we fre * 
nothing to fupport the claim of infants, to memberfhip ’ 
in the goipel church. | 

But thould we admit the premifes laid down by our 
Pedobaptift brethren, will they confent to abide tlic 
fair legitimate confequences of their own arguments ? 
We very much doubt it. 

Their ftatement, if we under{tand them, is this; ‘That 
believers and their offspring under the prefent difpen- 
fation, ftand in the fame covenant relation to God, as 
Abraham, and his offspring did, under the former. 
And that they are under the fame obligation to baptize 
their children, that Abraham and his pofterity were to 
circumcife theirs. Let us now bring the matter to trial. 

By what authority did Abraham prefume to circum- 
cife the males of his houfe ? By the undoubted author- 
ity of God. Here it follows ; And God faid unto Abra- 
~ ham, thou foalt keep my covenant, therefore, thou and thy feed 
_ after thee in their generations. This is my covenant which 

ye fall keep between me and you, and thy feed after thee ; 
every man-child among you fhall be circumcifed. And ye foul 
circumcife the ficfb of your forcfkin, and it fhall be a token of 
the covenant betwint me andyou. He that is eight days old 
foall be circumcifed among you ; every man-child in your gen- 
erations ; be that ts bought with thy money of any flranger 
that is not of thy feed. He that is born in thy houft, and he 
that 1s bought with thy money muff needs be circumeifed ; 
and my covenant foall be in your fief for an EVERLASTING 
COVENANT.* 


Here we fee, that Abraham was obliged to circumcife 
all the males of his houfe, whether.old. or. young, with- 
out the leaft regard to their moral qualifications.. No 
previous declaration: of faith and repentance was re- 
quired, either im adults or infants. If this be indeed 
*« the great charter of all our privileges,” and the véry 
jaw on which houfehold baptiim depends ; we afk, and 
afk ferioufly, ought not our brethren to practiie ac-— 
cording to it in its full extent, if they would .be con- 
fiftent ¢ The patriarch not only believed; but obeyed. 

In the felfsame day was Abrabom sircunseifed, and I/b- 
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mael his fon, and all the men of his houfe, born in bis honfe, 


and bought with money of the firanger, were circumcifed 
with him.* Do Pedobaptifts adminifter baptifm to the 
fame extent as Abraham did circumcifion ? Is it ufual 
with them to baptize not only the children of a family, 
but all the domeftics, upon the faith of the maiter, or 
head of the family ? 

‘The argument by which the right of infants is fup- 
ported is this, “ a precept once in force, and not lim- 
ited to any certain period, is ever after to be confidered 
in force, unlefs known to have been repealed by the 
fame authority by which it was given.”+ We afk, and 
hope we fhall have a fair and ¢andid anfwer, if fuch 
an one can be given, When, and where has the right 
of fervants as diftinguifhed from that of children been 
repealed ? If the right of children to memberthip refts 
on this covenant, is not the right of fervants com- 
pletely fecured by the fame? his we are equally 
bound to believe as the former, until it cat be fhown 
to the contrary. 

How many men-fervants Abraham had at the time 
circumcifion was inftituted, we know not ; but fome 
time before he had three hundred. Probably as. many, 
or more at this time. All, were they more or lefé, 
were circumcifed. But would it not be a. very riovel 
fight to fee one of our fouthern planters baptized, anid 
all the flaves on his plantation in the fame day. If th 
were all true Chriftians, it would be a bleffed fight in- 
deed ; but not otherwifle. 

This argument: will probably be very unpleafant to 
our opponents, but we appeal to them, aid to a:candid 
public, whether # ts not correct, and whether it car 
be fairly evaded ? If the covenant of ciroumeifion. will, 
by fair conftruction, fupport the right of; infants to 
memberfhip in the gofpel church, we verily -believe, 
and we muft contend, that the right of fervants can be 
fupported by it to the fameextent. |. 
fecond confequence arifing from the premifes 
laid down by our brethren i§, that infants, if admitted to 
‘baptifm, have an undoubted right to all the other priv- 
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ileges of the gofpel church. It is conceived that no 
reafon can be affigned, why a perfon who is qualified 
for one ordinance, is not equally qualified for another. 
No diftinétion has been made under any difpenfation. 
Circumcifion was the principal qualifying pre-requifite 
for communion in the pafchal feaft, and for all the 
privileges of complete memberfhip in the Jewifh church. 
Under the gofpel difpenfation, They that gladly received 
the word were baptized added: to the church, and then 
united in breaking bread. Do Pedobaptifts admit all 
fuch as they baptize in their infancy, to a participation 
in all the privileges of the Chriftian church ? It is well 
known they do not : and yet confiftency moft plainly 
requires it. 

That we reafon fairly, and agreeably to the views of 
Pzdobaptifts themfelves, the following quotations will 
abundantly fhow. | “ Circumcifion,” fays a late writer, 
“ was formerly the appointed pre-requifite of admiffion to 
the church of God ;:baptifm is now the appointed pre- 
requifite of admiffion to the fame church. In a word, 
baptifm is of the fame import, and-of the fame ufe in 
the church under the prefent difpenfation, as was cir- 
eumcifion under the ancient.”* Says another, “ by this 
Significant rite (circumcifion) they were dedicated to 
God, and diftinguifbed from the reft of the world, as bis 
church and people.”+ According to thefe gentlemen, 
amd we believe they are correét in this, baptifm is the 
appointed medium of introduction into the Chriftian 
church. (It is hoped that the reader will remember 
this, as we {hall probably have occafion to make fome 
further ufe of it by and by.) But how glaringly in- 
confiftent muft their conduQ appear when compared 
with theirreafonings ! 
Inorder to carry ‘a point) againft the Baptifts, they 
infift upon it that their ized infants are church 
members. But their ' praétice ‘tells every body, that 
they believe no fuch thing. We appeal to common 
obfervation. Do they conftantly bring their children 
to the ¢ommunion table.? Do they maintain - 
church difcipline over them’? Are they permitted: 
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vote and a& in church matters ? Are there any inftan- 
ces in which the profane and licentiops have been the 
fubjects of church cenfure ? A filent negative mutt be 
given to allthefe queftions. From the general conduct 
of the churches that hold infant baptifm, a candid 
mind would naturally fuppofe, that the memberfhip of 
infants, if it ever exifted, ceafed as foon as they were 
baptized. 

Another circumftance which ferves to corroborate 
our laft obfervation is, that they admit all whom they 
treat as church members, in a manner fimar to what 
we do. Hence we are frequently told, on fuch a day 
a number of perfons were received into} the Rev. 
Mr.——’s church, and at another time twenty more 
were added, and fo on. If our Padobaptit brethren 
ferioufly believe what they endeavour to make us be- 
lieve, that.all their baptized children were, by that act, 
admitted to vilible memberfhip in the church, we can 
hardly fee the propriety of their being admitted a fec- 
ond time; unlefs by fome mifcondnd&i of their own, 
they had loft their, ftanding, like the man inthe church 
at Corinth, whom the apoftle exhorted them oan to re- 
ceive, when he became repentant. | 

What conclufion would any candid perfon put upon 
the condué of a Predobaptiit! church, on fécing them 
receive by their ufual folemnity, a number of perfons 
into vifible fellowfhip with them ?, Would not the cone 
viction be irrefiftible, that they had never before been 
confidered as church members ? Indeed, for any to 
have obferved the conduft of ' thefe perfone, ‘and of the 
church towards them, during the whole intervening 
period from their baptifm m infancy, to their making 
this engagement ; would at-be poflible to draw the con- 
clufion, that any relation had fubfifted between them, 
which had had the leaft imfluence on’ the conduct of 
either? Is it not perfectiy aftoniffiingy that men of 
learning and of piety, and whoclaim the pnivilege ot be- 
ingthought'confiftent, fhould not feé as well-as others, 
that theirfentiments and practice are'totally at variance 
with each other?) As much. as thiry find faule with our 
particular communion, they have never yet been able 


: | to prove it inconfiftent with our fentiments refpecting 

| baptifm. Indeed many. Padobaptifts have acknowl- 


edged, that they thought us entirely confiftent in this 
particular. 
8. We proceed to notice a third confequence from 
) the pofition laid down by our brethren, i. e. ‘That if 
baptized perfons ftand in the fame relation to the 
a] church under the prefent difpenfation, as circumcited 
|i perions did under the former’; they are equally obliged 
i by the fame penalties, to attend the fubfequent duties 
1 | of the gofpel church, as the others were thofe of the 
Jewith. 
Our meaning will ‘be fully illuftrated by carefully 
. i attending to the ordinance of the paflover. ‘The law 
concerning it is in the following words ; And the Lord 
S| faid unto Mofes and Aaron, This is the ordinance of the 
paffover ; There fhall no flranger eat thereof, but every man’s 
fervant that is bought for money, when thou haft circumei/ed 
| him, then fball he eat thereof : All the congregation of J/rael 
ii foall keep it ; and when any frranger fall fojourn with thee, 
| and will keep the paffover to the Lord, let all his males be 
i circumeifed, and then let him come near and keep it.* 


ih Every circumcifed perfon, who was not prevented by 
ceremonial uncleannefs, or by being abfent, was not only 


permitted, but obliged to keep the paffover, on pain of 
i being cut off from bis people : for thus it is written ; But 
VP the man that is clean, and is not in a journey, and forbeareth 
hop the pair, eon that fame foal be cut of rom 
our brethren confider all their baptized children 
i} | and fervants under the fame obligation ? If fo, ought 
; not minifters tourge the duty, and heads of families and 
| members of charches, to fee it carried-into effect ; and if 
any were ftubborn, to cut them off by anact of exclufion? 


‘This would indeed eftablith infant communion to all 
intents and purpofes; but what of that ? Can there be 
an inftance produced, from the hiftory of the Jewith 
church, where a ftate of nonage or minority has been 
mentioned as a difqualifying circumftance for commu- 
nion in the pafchal feaft ? Wedo not recollect any. 
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The law of the paffover makes no diftinction between 
infants and adults. To be circumcifed, and to be free 
from ceremonial uncleannefs, were the only ¢onditions 
Should any reply, that the Lord’s fupper is a holy 
ordinance ; and requires, in every recipient, faith to 
difcern the Lord’s body, we readily grant it; but 
mutt be allowed to afk, is not baptifm a holy ordinance 
likewife ?. If fo, is not a perfon who is qualified for 
one, fit for the other ? Do the foriptures require Uif- 
ferent qualifications for the: two ordinances ? The ar- 
guments which are employéd in behalf of infants, im or- 
der to evade the {criptural requirements of faith and 
repentance, by Mr. Edwards, will equally ferve their 
turn with regard to the ‘Lord’s fupper. If what is faid 
of believing and .repenting im order to baptifm, applies 
only to adults; the fame may be faid with Jegard'td 
the facramental fupper. | 
To fhow that we reafon fairly, we will take one of 
his arguments, and only: by placing the Lord’s fupper 
in the room of baptifm, it will ftand thus, “ Are infants 
proper fubjects of the Lora’s /upper, or are they not ? 
It will clearly follow, that all thofe places which relate 
to believers can prove nothing ; the reafon is, they have 
no relation to the queftion.” If you pleafe, take an- 
other ftatement from the fame writer. ‘ ‘They (i. e, 
the Baptifts) fay the {criptures require faith and repent- 
ance in order to baptifm. I aik, fays he, of whom ? 
the anfwer mutt be, of adults ; for the icriptures never 
require them of infants in order to any thing.”* Very 
well, Mr. Edwards you will have no great <ifficulty:in 
‘this way, in getting them to the communion table. 
‘The want of faith to difcern the Lord’s body, can no more 
be urged againft the claim of infants to this ingitution, 
than the want of faith and repentance can be urged 
againft their baptifm. ‘The fame arguments which 
would prove their right to one inftitution, would equal- 
-ly fupport their claim to the other. The words of 
~ Chritt, Suffer hittle children te come unto-me and forbid them 
jnot, may. be applied with quite as much propriety to 
| 


* Mr. Edwarils, py 4,9, 
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this inftitutiom as baptiim, and. might be addrefied 
with as much pathos tothe tendér feelings ofia parent. 
Let Mr. Edwards, or any other man, difprove the right 
of infants to the communion table, and we plcdge our- 
felves by the famné' arguments to difprove their right to 
;. ‘Te give additional. force to the preceding obferva- 
tions, let. it be remembered, that mfant bupti/m, and in- 
fant communion, make thew; appearance in ‘ecclefiaftical 
hiftory nearly together. add 
The Rey. Mr, James Pierce, of Exon, about eighty 
yeaus ago, volunteered his service in the caule of infant 
‘commumon, as Dr. Ofgeod has lately done in favour of 
their baptifm. Mr. Pierce has fuitained the. right of 
infants to the eucharift on the fame: ground, and de- 
fended it by the fame arguments, as modern Paxdoba 
tilts do sheir right to baptifm. It will be difficult to 
thew wherein his arguments fail of being: equally as 

Should at be faid that; there is no: mention made in 
the New Teftament of infant communion, the fame 
may be faid of infant baptifm.. It.svill be equally in 
vain to urge their incapacity to underftand, or to derive 
fpiritual advantage from this folemn nite ;. the fame may 
be objected totheir baptifm. ‘Thar, the eucharift was 
given to fome who, were icalled, infants, towards :the 
clofe ofthe jthird century, we have the authority of 
Dr. Mofl.eim.* It’ is nor certain, however, that thefe 
infanis were babes. It appears to have been a cuitom 
at,this time to call ail minors infants. It is evident 
beyond a doubt, that the infants whofe bapti{m Tertul- 
lian oppofed, were not babes, but probably children of 
feven or, eight years old. .Such as were capable of 
aiking to be baptized,” but fuch as, in; his judgment, 
were not fufficiently enlightened and eftablithed inthe 
doftrine of Chrift. His words are thus nendered ; 
«Khe condefcenfion of God; may confer his favours,as 
he pleafes ; but our withes.may miflead ourfelves and 
~others.. It is therefore. moft expedient, to defer bap- 
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to the difpofition, and the age of the perfons to be bap- 
tized : (precipue tamen circa parvulos) aad e[pecially int 
the cafe of little ones.”* ‘The general tenor of his reafon- 
ing obliges us to underftand him in this light. ‘Lhis 
will appear lefs fingular when we confider that he had 
been in the praétice of the law, before he became a 
teacher of religion. ‘That minors are frequently called 
infants in law, will appear by a quotation trom judge 
Blackftone : “ Infancy, “fays he,” is nonage, which is 
a defeé&t of the underftanding. Infants under the age 
of difcretion ought not to be punifhed by any criminal 
profecution whatever. What the age of difcretion is, 
in various nations, is matter of fome variety.”+ 

It matters not, however, in the prefent argument, 
whether thefe infants were mere dades, or children who 
were old enough to afk for baptifm. It is evident that 
infant communion commenced nearly if not exa¢tly at 
the fame time that infant baptifm did. Dr. Wall 
makes this acknowledgment, when {peaking of givin 
the communion to infants. Very near half the Chrit. 
tians in the world do {till continue that pra¢tice. ‘The 
Greek church, the Armenians, the Marcnites, the Cophti, 
the Abaffins, the Mufcovites, &c. ;—and fo, for aught I 
know, do all the reft of the eaftern Chriftians.”{ The 
Doétor further acknowledges, that this cuftom prevailed 
in St. Auftin’s time, who commenced his miniftry in the 
year 391, (about as early as we have any authentic ac- 
count of infant baptifm)—That it continued in the 
weftern church for fix hundred years—“ That the 
Roman church, about the year one thoufand, entertain- 
ing the do¢trine of tranfubftantiation, let fall the cuftom 
of giving the holy elements to infants ; and the other 
weftern churches, moftly following their example, did the 
like upon the fame account. But that the Greeks, not 
having the faid doé¢trine, continued, and do ftill con- 
tinue, the cuftom of communicating infants.”’§ 


* Parvulus, the word ufed by Tertullian, is of vague fignification, 


pad jp tisis cafe can by no means be, confined to an 


+ Comment. Book iv. Chap. ii. 
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As the preceding quotations refer us back to Auf. 
tin,* we think it beft to give our readers his fentiments 
upon the fubjeét in his own words. It appears that 
from a miftaken view of thofe words of Chrift, John 
il. 5. Except a man be born of water and of the Spirit 
he cannot enter into the kingdom of God ; he, with manv 
others, inferred the neceflity of baptizing infants in 
order to their falvation. ‘The fame erroneous conftruc- 
tion of John vi 53. Except ye cat the flcfh of the Son of 
man, and drink his blood, ye al no life in you ; led him 
with much zeal to plead for the admiflion of infants 
to the Lord’s table. With regard to the latter, his 
words are, “ Let us hear the Lord, I fay, not indeed 
{peaking this of the holy laver, but of the facrament of 
the holy table, (whither NONE RIGHTLY COME UNLESS 
BAPTIZED) Lxcept ye cat my flefb, and drink my blood, ye 
fhall have no life in you. What do you feek for further ? 
What can be faid in anfwer to this, unlefs one would 
fet himiclf againft clear and invincible truth? Wiil 
any one dare to fay this, that this paffage does not be- 
long to infants ; and that they can have life in them- 
felves without partaking of his body and blood °” And 
the neceffity of this, as well as of baptifm to eternal 
life, he fays, the African Chriftians took to be an an- 
cient and apoftolic tradition.t ‘They did not pretend 
that either of them were in the Bible. 

It will be afked, how came infant communion to be 
laid afide, after its having travelled hand in hand with 
infant beptifin for fo many centuries ? ‘The reafon 
affigned by Dr. Wali is, the admiflion of that ghofily 
adogtrine of tran/ubfantiaticn. We are at a lois how 
this thould affect it ; unlefs by this fuppofed change of 
the elements, they thought them too holy to be trifled 
avith in this way. 

-JPhat thefe littl Chriftians, who had not yet been 
drawa from the breaft, nor learnt doétrine, might not refule 
the elements when offered, the following rule was eftab- 
lithed ; “ Care,” fay they, “ is to be taken concerning 
infants, that they fhould not without the utmoft ne- 


A. 
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eeflity receive any foed or fuck after they are baptized, 
before they communicate in the facrament of our 
Lord’s body.”* 

It will require much ingenuity to maintain the right 
of infants to memberthip in the gefpel church on the 
footing of circumcition, and not admit all the confe- 
quences above ftated. For ourfelves, we fee no way to 
embrace one, without admitting the other : and to ad- 


mit either, appears to us to be fubverfive of the great ~ 


defign of the gofpel, which was to form a church, dil- 
tinét from the world. But if infant baptifm brings 
them into the church, it totally deftroys that diftinction, 
and blends the world and church together. ‘hisidea 
will be more particularly confidered in its proper place. 

As our Pedobapritt brethren lay fo much ftrefs upon 
this part of the fubject, we mutt be allowed to view it 
On all fides. | 

Could we be brought with them to confider the in- 
fant ottspring of Gentile believers, as ftanding in the 
fame covenant relation to God as the natural feed of 
Abraham did, yet ftill we fee nothing, either in the 
old or new law, which would authorize their baptifm. 
An article every way fo different as baptifm is from cir- 
cumcifion, feems not to be fufficiently fupported by 
mere inference, but needs the firm bafis of plaia poii- 
tive inftitution to reft upon. ‘To infer the right of in- 
fants to baptifm from the covenant of circumcision, 
appears to us extremely forced and unnatural. Some 
of the difficulties that an inference of this kind labours 
under, are the following : 

1. ‘The law of circumcifion was a pofitive law, not 
at all dependent on the nature and fitnefs of things : 
hence every thing which related to the inititute, de- 
pended on the exprefs declaration of the inttitutor. 
‘This is. precifely the cafe with baptifin ; therefore there 
can be no arguing from one to the other. 

2. The inftitution of circumcifion was exprefsly lim- 
ited'to males. Females, though defceiiding from the 
{ame parents, were not fubjects of the token of that cov- 


* Ordo Romanus, Tit. de Bapt. ip Pierre. 
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but the’ baptilinal ineluder both 


$. The law o no ‘previous 
profefiion of faith and repentance, neither in adults nor 


4 _ infants, a8°a qualification for that inftitution : but the 


golpel pofitively réquires fuch a profeffion in order to 
baptifm, without: even am in favour of ins 
bought with money of an age above 
eight days, whether a believer.or an infidel, whether.an 
- idolater or an. atheift, had the fame right to circunicif- 
ion as the infant feed of his mafter had. The gofpel 
inftitution makes-mo provilion for flaves until they are 
made free by the Son ; and then it requires, as a pre-re-. 
quifite to baptifm, the fame public pareree of them of 
of their believing mafters.. 
The rite itfelf is fo very unlike the gofpel 
that it appears extremely unnatural to infer one from the 
other. ,Circumcifion’ was a bloady: rite, per~ 
formed. by cutting the fief of a particular part, (which 
delicacy forbids us to mame.) Baptifm is an 
or wathing of the whole body in:pure water. 
Circumcifion might :be lawfully adminittered by 
any perfon, at leaft by any head of a family, whether 
male or. .female.* ifm. is to) be: adminiftered by 
particular officers in called 
qualified for the work... 
Other diffimilarities. mi ght be but thefe are 
thought fufficient to that it is mot the eafieft thing 
in. the “world to infer baptifm from: citcumcifion. It 
certainly requires a large ftock of myftical jefuitical in- 
genuity, to make an inference le, where 
the nature, act, and. defign ardfo different. Beinfants 
are to be baptized, there can be no doubt but the infti- 
makes ample provifion for them, without {ubject- 
ing us to the perplexity of tracing it out from ar anti 
Jewith rite... Pays wit le 
when they. reafon with, .orie another; 
and are not fulpicious that the Baptifts are watching to 


h circumeifed the:two fons of Mofes with a harp ftone. 
Midwives have frequently adminiftered baptifa, thax is, f te 
dying infants. . Vid. Rebipfon’s Hid. of Bap. 
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fake advantage of their conceflions, reafon juft as we 
This remark will be‘ eftablifhed by ‘a ‘quotation 
Dr. ‘Emmons’s: Differtation on the qualifications 
for: the» Chriftian facraments,; againft Dr. Hem- 
‘menway.) Wethink the whole work worthy a can- 

did perufal, but can only felect a part of one of his ar- — 
-guments: Dr. Hemmenway,” fays he, * has followed 
other writers in’ arguing from the former difpenfations 
of the covenant of grace, to the prefent, and endeavour- 
‘ing! to-prove what the peculiar duties of believers are, 
-sanderthe prefent difpenfation of the covenant of grace, 

‘from ‘what they ‘were under“ its former difpenfations. 
»But this mode’ of reafoning is by no means conclu- 
five. It was the duty of believers under former dit- 
‘penfations of the covenant of grace, to offer facrifices ; 
‘bute camewe Hence infer that’it is their duty now? 
~was the duty: of ‘believers under former difpenfations 
of the covenant of grace, to ciredmcife their children 

and attend the paflover ; but do@s it hence follow that 
-thofe duties are ftill binding ? Or can we juftly con- 
clude, that:it is the duty of now to circunicife 
their children, or even to baptize them, becaufe it was 
-once their duty to. circumcife them ? ‘The ‘truth is, we 
_ muft learn the peculiar duties of believers under the pref- 
‘ent difpenfation of the covenant of grace, from the dif- 
‘penfation itfelf; which ENJOINS ALL ‘THE PECULIAR DU- 
WHICH BELONG To If believers are-to baptize 

their children, as they undoubtedly are, itis not becaute 
“they were Once obliged ‘to circumcife them.” “The 
-Chriftian difpenfation, which ‘is allowed to be the free(t 
‘from types ‘and figures,‘ plainly {peaks for itfelf. And 
ought’to look into the clear difpenfation ‘of the gof- 
ipel, im order to difcover the peculiar duties of believers, 
lat the prelentday.”* Would it not be ahigh seflection 
‘upon DrxEmmons’s confiftency, to fuppofe, after fuch 
explicit, candid, and'rational ftatement, he would ever 
"attempt to’ prove ‘infant’ baptifm froni the’ covenant of 
, Ciréumeifion, or'from:-any thing elfe but the New Tefta- . 
‘ment ¢ Whether he has, or has not, we leave thofe who 
"are acquainted ‘with his” writings to ‘determine. One 
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thing, however, we muft be permitted to fay, We verily 
believe that could the Doétor, with an unprejudiced 
mind, admit the fair conclufion which muft arife from 
his own reafoning, it would inevitably bring him to 
baptifm, or leave him in complete inconfif- 
tency 

Flaving carefully examined every article in the coy- 
enant of circumcifion, and traced fome of the confe- 
quences which muft follow on admitting its application 
to the prefent ftate of the Chriftian church, we think 
it is demonftrably plain, that its firft and immediate 
promifes and requirements refpected the pofterity of 
Abraham ; that it has at moft, only a typical reference 
to the gofpel Gentile church ; and that even this typ- 
ical relation, like all other types, ought to be applied 
It is worthy of 
obfervation, that types and the things that are repre- 
fented by them, although there is fome likenefs, are 
always diftinct. 

The promifes which were made to Abraham, refpect- 
ing the Gentiles, that in Aimy, and in his feed, all the na- 
tions or families of the earth fhould be bleffed, were 
neitherexprefied nor included in the covenant of cir- 
cumcifion ; but were entirely diftinét, and independent 
of it. It ought never to be forgotten by all who attend 
to this controverfy, that the great promife which God 
made to Abraham, and which is fo much contended for, 
was made twenty-four years before the covenant of cir- 
cumcifion ;* and was renewed about twenty years af- 
ter 3+ but not mentioned in the whole of that tranfacton. 
The promife to Abraham, that in hia a// the famities of the 
earth foould be bleffed, was predicated, we humbly conceive, 
en the covenant of redemption, confirared before of God 
in Chriff and was ratified by the folemnity of an 
oath, which would jave carried it into complete effect, 
had the covenant of circuméifion never exifted. The 
further illuftration and proof of what we have now ab- 
ferted, will be referved for another part of thié works . 
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SECTION IIL 


Whether the Fewifh and Chriftian Churches are the fame. 
Or whether the latter is a diftiné? Church, or a mere con- 
tinuation of the former, confidered. 


THe entite filence of the New Teftament with 
refpeét to the baptifm of babes, has led its advocates to 
trace its origin back to the covenant of circumcifion. 
Their arguments implicitly tell us, that they do not 
with to hazard its defence upon the footing of its 
being an inftitution of the solpel | but choofe rath- 
er to confider it as a right eftablifhed and fecured 
to infants, under the former difpenfation. That the 
male infants of the Jews were circumcifed, conformably 
to the covenant which God made with Abraham their 
anceftor, recorded in the xviith chapter of Genefis, 
no one can difpute who reads the writings of Mofes, 
Were it equally plain from the writings of the evangelifts 
and apoftles, that infants were bapiized, the difpute 
would beat an end, But of the latter, no proof can be 
found !| Who then can wonder, that the friends of in- 
fant memberfhip fhould not be willing to “let goa 
certainty, for an uncertainty.” 

But in order to fupport the foregoing hypothedis, the 
gofpel church alfo muft be judaized ; that is, it muft 


be completely incorporated with the old Jewith church, 4 


or infant baptifm, after all, muft languith for want of 
divine inftitution;to fupport it. Whether fuch an at- 


does not refemble the conduct of thofe judaizing 
teac | 


chers, whom St. Paul in his epiftles to the Galatians, 
Philippians, and others fo feverely reprehended, ought 
ferioully to be confidered. To fome it has this afpect. 
Cirecumcifion was the theme on which they perpetually ] 
dwelt. And certain men, fays the hiftorian, which came 
down from ‘Judea, (to Antioch), taught the brethren and 
faid, Except ye be circumcifed-after the marner Mifes, ye 
cannot be faved. Alfo, there rofe up certain of the [eet of the 
Pharifees which believed, faying, That it was needful to cir- 
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i cumcife them, and to command them to keep the law of j 
Mofes.* 
‘That our Pedobaptift brethren confider the gofpel 
church only as the Jewifh church continued, and not _ 
as commencing under the miniftry of Jefus Chritt, or 
his immediate forerunner, is clear from all their writ. | 
| ings. ‘That it may be feen that we {tate the fubject fairly, 
ik we fubjoin the following quotations. Mr. P. £dqward; : 
hh “ ‘The firft Gentiles, of whofe calling we read, are faid 
af to have been added tothe church ; but there was no © 
it! church exifting to which they could be added but the § 
| ‘ancient Fewifb church, of which all the apoftles and dif- 
ciples of our Lord were members.”+ Mr. 8, Worcefer : 
«Though a new and brighter difpenfation was intro- 
Th duced, yet the church continuéd the fame, which had almoft 
two thoufand years before been eftablithed by the cove- 
nant made with Abraham and his feed.” « Circum- 
cifion was formerly the appointed pre-requifite of ad- 
-miffion to the church of God, baptifm is now the ap- 
| inted pre-requifite of admiffion to the fame church.” 
hefe gentlemen are quoted as a fpecimen of the com- 
mon manner in which they ftate the fubjeét, rather than 
to prove a point which it is prefumed no one will deny. 
We will now proceed to compare thefe two churches, 
and fhew fome of the points in which they difagree. 
1. They (ffertially in their 
By the conftitution of the Jewifh church, we may un- 
derftand thofe primary laws by which they were united 
and diftinguifhed as an ecclefiaftical body. Thefe 
laws contain a declaration of the’ rights and privileges, 
_ ‘the duties and obligations of all the members ; and alfo 
“the qualifications ‘which conftitute the ‘right of mem- 
‘berthip.. Circumcifion holds the ‘firft’ and moft ‘im- 
‘portant place in this‘fyftem. ‘This formed the difcrim- 
inating line between the members of this church and 
all others. It was the initiating badge of memberfhip ; 
for no male of the feed of ‘Abraham, ‘nor any others, 
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could be admitted to the privileges of that church 
without it. 

The queftion now to be determined, is, whether the 
qualifications for this rite were precilely the fame, or 
even the fame in fubftance, as thofe fequired in order 
to memberfhip in the gofpel church ? Abraham was 
the firft that adminiftered cireumcifion under the for- 
mer difpenfation. John, the forerunner of Chiriuit, was 
the firft who adminiftered baptifm under the new dif- 
penfation. Abraham circumcifed Iihmael, and all the 
inen of his houfe, in the felf-fame day. Ithmael was at 
the time thirteen years old. This is an age fufceptible — 
of religious inftruction, and when its influence on the 
moral temper can be fatisfactorily afcertained. Nothing 
appears in the whole account to ju(tify an opinion, that 
Ifhmael was now a penitent (whatever he might be after- 
wards) and from that conduct, which led to his expul- 
fion from Abraham’s family, we have much reafon to 
believe the contrary.* Nor is there any more evidence 
that the men of Abraham’s houfe were penitents, than 
that Ifmael was. Neither can we find any evidence, 
that the inftitution required it in order to qualify them 
for circumcifion. On this fabject, fo neceflary to fup+ 
port the pofition, that the’ Jewith and the Chriftian 
churches are the fame, the {fcriptures preferve a 
found filence ! To qualify a perion completely for cir. 
cumcifion, nothing more was required, either in adalts 
er infants, than that they were defcendants fromm Abra- 
ham, or were Jewifh property, having been bought with 
money. Cana any man with, the Bible in his hand con- 
fcientioufly fay, that he verily believes thefe qualifica- 
tions the fame which were required in order to baptifm 
either bY John the Bapuit, by Jefus Chrift, or by the 
ptr if exprefsly defigned to convince us of this differ- 
ence in the outfet, the harbinger of our Saviour who 
was fent to introduce his new difpenfation, and to mani- 
felt him-to Ifrael as the Lamb of God who taketh away the fin 
of the world, has made the very diitinction for which we 


plead. Det when be faw many of the Pharifees and Sadduces 


* Gen. 9. 


‘ 

4 

é 


on 


~ « 


- — 


- - 


- 


194 APPENDIX. 
come to buptifi, he faid unto theinyO generation of vipers, 
who hath warned you to flee from the wrath to come ? Brin 
fatth therefore fruits mect for repentance ; .and think not to 
fay within your felves, we have ABRAHAM OUR FarHer: 
for I fay unto you, God is able of thefe flones, to raife 1p chile 
dren unto Abraham.* Who were thefe Pharifees and 
Sadducees ? Were they heathens? No; they were 
members of the Jewifh church, and in full communion, 
for aught that appearstothe comrary. We have Abra. 
ham to our father. . ‘This was thé very ground on which 
their memberfhip in that church refted, and which had 
never before been difputed. But John demanded qual- 
ifications of a much higher nature, and every way dif- 
ferent in a moral view, from thofe which had before 
been allowed. In the true f{pirit of a gofpel teacher, 
he required the genuine fruits of repentance. And 
thofe who did not bring forth thefe fruits, and fubmit 
to this new inftitution, Chrift himfelf has denounced, 
as rejefing the COUNSEL OF GOD againff them/elves, in not 
being baptized of bim.+ 

‘The different qualifications required by the initiatin 
inftitutes of the two churches, clearly defignate the dif- 
ferent character of the members. ‘To conititute a per- 
fon a complete member of the Jewith church, required 
nothing more than to be bought with Jewifh money, 
or born of Jewifh parents, and to be circumcifed. ‘lo 
conftitute a perfon a proper memberof the gofpel church, 
he muft indeed be bought with a price /! but not with fil- 
verand gold, and fuch corruptible things, but with the pree 
cious blood of the Son of God, as of a lamb without blem- 
i/> !. And whether born of Jewifh parents or others, 
is of no confequence ; he mujff be born again, not of blood, 


nor of the will of the fish, nor of the will of man, but of §F 


God.t He mutt be born of water and of the Spirit, or he 
can never be confidered as duly qualified to enter the 
gofpel kingdom, or church. ‘This plain ftatement inevi- 
tably brings the mind tothis conclufion ; That unlefs to 
be bought with money to be a Fewi/d fervant, and to be 
bought with the precious blood of Chrift to be Ais free 


men, are precifely the fame things; and to be born of 


* Matt. iii. 7—>5. ¢ Luke vii. 30. Johni. 13, &c 
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Jewith parents, according to the fleth, and: to be dorn 
of God by the operations of the Holy Spirit, have the 
fame meaning ; then the moral character of the mem- 
bers, as required by the two inftitutes, muit be ac- 
knowledged to be totally different. 

We do not think ourfelves bound to prove, that 
there is no fimilarity, no points of agreement between 
the two churches; it is fufficient to our purpofe to 
fhow, that they differ fo effentially that: they cannot 
be confidered as one and the fame. : ‘To thow the dif- 
ference between two men, it would not be neceflary to 
prove, that one walked on two legs, and the other upon 
four : although they might bear a confiderable refem- 
blance to each other, yet there would be vifible points 
of difference, fufficient to flow that they were not one. 

2. Our fecond argument is taken from the actual 
difference in the vifible form of the two churches. 
‘The Jewith church, in every ftage of it, has been na- 
tional.. “he gofpel church is felected and particular. 
‘The former in its conftitution had a direct tendency to 
form and eftablith a mixed church ; to blend believers 
and unbelievers, faints and iinners, the virtuous and 
vicious together in one general communion ; without 
containing in ifelf the means of feparating the mior- 
ally clean from the unclean. 

The plan of the gofpel church is totally different. 
This is compofed of none but profefling believers A 
people chofen, and called out from the world. Not dii- 
tinguifhed indeed by family defcent, or any mark in the 
fico ; but by having the truth engraved upon their hearts 
by the Sparit of the diving God, by which means they bee 
come /iving epifiles, known and read of all men. 

_ Mr. Edwards has denied that the Jewith church was 
national during the firft three or four centuries from its 
commencement. But waat reafon does he aflign for 
it? Why becaufe * it had no levitical priefthood, no 
inftitution of tythes, &c.” (p. 104.) ‘Phe reader will 
remember that we are not difputing about the inftitu- 
tion of the priefthood nor tythes, but about member- 


fhip. If the Jewifh nation did not commence its ex- 


iitence in the family of Abraham as really as the Jewiih 
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church, we acknowledge our argument will be weak. 


ened 5 butif it did, it will not be in the power of {oph. 
iftry to overthrow it. | 
During the above period, this nation and church 


were both in their infancy, and both progreffed in the | 


fame ratio. ‘The queftion then does not depend on 


the numbers which compofed either the nation, or | 


church, but whether the one was co-exiftent and co 
extenfive with the other ? Can this be denied in any 
ftate of that nation ? Does not the bible eftablith the 


» 
‘ 


fa& in the cleareft manner? To fuppofe that this i, 


church was not national merely becaufe it had no « in- 
ftituted priefthood or tythes,” would be equally as 


abiurd as to {uppofe, that the nation did not exift, until | 


it exifted in its kingly form in the days of Saul. In fac, 
if the Jewith church did not exift in its national form 
until the days of Mofes, it did not exift in any regular 
vifible form whatever. View it in every poffible light, 
from the eftablifhment of circumcifion, until the gofpel 
church fucceeded it, and you will find that it com- 

ied the whole body of the Hebrew or Jewifh nation. 

e know of nothing which can denominate a church 
as being national, but its comprifing the nation at large, 
and its religious rites enforced by national authority. 
Such we underftand the Jewith to have been. 

Lo determine whether the gofpel church does not 
efientially differ in its vifible form from the preceding, 
we thall confult only the New Teftament. It matters 


not to us what forms have been eftablifhed at Romeor ~ 
Conftantinople, at Geneva or in Great Britain. The — 
New Teftament alone muft determine us in our prefent — 
inquiries. . Here nothing can be found which looks like 
a national church. The gofpel, though firft fent to the § 


Jews, was far from being generally received. Chrift came 
unto bis own, i.e. to his own nation, and his own received 
bien wot: but as many as received him, to them gave he 
power te become the fons of God ; even to them that believe 
on bis name. Of t Jewith believers the gofpel 
church was compofed ; and to thefe the converts from 


emong the Gentiles were added. ‘The at body of the 
dowith chasch, notwithftanding preached 
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aneng thein attended with miracles, adhered to their 
old national religion, and perfecuted Jefus of Nazareth 
as an impoftor. In this particular, I am happy enough 
for once to agree with Mr. Edwards : {peaking of this 
people he fays, “ As to their character, it is certain 
that, a few only excepted, they were upon the whole, 
the DEADLY ENEMIES of Chrift and his doctrine.” (p. 
62. 
) has never yet been proved, nor do we believe it 
can be fairly inferred, from any thing recorded in the 
New Teftament, that ever a fingle perfon was confid- 
ered as a member of the Chriftian church, who did not 
profefs faith in Jefus Chrift. ‘The account given us in 
| the fecond chapter of Aéts is plain, and eafy to be un- 
derftood. The gofpel was faithfully preached by Peter ; 
the confciences of his hearers were folemnly addrefied ; 
the Holy Ghoft accompanied the word in fuch a man- 
ner, that it is faid, Then they that gladly received his word 
were baptized ; und the fame day there were added unto them 
about three thonjand fuls. No more were baptized, nor 
were any added to the church but fuch as gladly re- 
ceived the word. A careful attention tothe remainin 
part of this chapter will convince any one, that thefe 
perfons were in general real believers. ‘The sccount 
clofes with thefe remarkable. words ; Ard the Lord 
added to the chureh daily, SUCK AS SHOULD BR SAVED. 
From this laft remark there is abundant evidence, that 
in a judgment of charity, they were true believers, 
Probably a large proportion of the three thoufands 
were heads of families ; yet there is no mention made 
of their children or fervants being baptized, according ~ 
to the right of member!hip for which our brethren plead, 
The particular mode of addrefs adopted by St. Paul 
to the feveral churches to which he wrote, naturally 
leads to the conclufion, that they were compofed only 
of viftble faints, or fuch as profeffed to believe in, and 
love Chrift. His language is, Zo al/ that be in Rome, 
BELOVED OF GoD, CALLED TO BE SAINTS, grace to yotly 
and peace from God the Father, and the Lord Jefus Chrif. 
Unio the church ef God which is ot Corinth, to them that 
\ore SANCTIFIED IN CHRIST JESUS, CALLED TO BE 
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saints.* ~The addrefies in the other epiftles are very 
fimilar. 

Can any man in his fober fenfes fay, that he veril 
believes that thefe churches were made up of all de. 
{criptions of chara¢ter, like the old Jewifh church ? We 
very much doubt it. ‘The conviction mutt be irrefifti. 
ble that they were compofed of none but profe/ed faints. 
We {peak with this eaution, becaufe that human dif. 
cernment is not always fufficient to detect hypocrify, 
Thofe who take the greateft heed how they build, may at 
times be deceived, as Philip was with Simon. He ap- 
peared no doubt to the evangelift to be favingly 
wrought upon ; but afterwards manifefted, that he /ad 
neither lot nor part in the matter. ‘Yhis is after all a very 
different thing from admitting perfons without any 
profefiion, and of whom charity itfelf cannot gather a 
hope, that they ever knew any thing experimentally 
about religion. 

The true gofpel church has never been national finee 
its commencement, and probably never will be until the 
Millenium, whatever it may then. 

It is thought probable that there is as large a propor 
tion of true Chriftians in thefe United States, as there 
has ever been in any nation including the fame number 
of inhabitants, fince the Chriftian era. But is there a 
ferious perfon of any denomination in this land who 
would dare to fay, that in his opinion this whole nation 
was, according to the rules exhibited in the New Tefta- 
ment, properly qualified for memberfhip in the Chrif- 
tian church ? We prefumethe contrary. The general | 
practice of all the churches lax their dif- 
cipline may be) goes to eftablifh our fentiment. | 

That the Jewith and Chriftian churches are not the | 
fame, may be argued, thirdly, from feveral paflages of | 
fcripture which reprefent the gofpel church as com- | 
mencing at a different period, as well as exifting in 4 | 
different form from the ancient church. 1 

“In explaining the image which Nebuchadnezzar | 
faw im-his dream, Daniel foretold, that four great 
monarchies fhould fucceed each other, and that the laft 


* 
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Should be divided into ten kingdoms, &c. In the days 
of thefe kings, faith he, /hall the God of heaven fet up 4 
kingdom which fhall never be deftroyed ; and the kingdom foall 
not be left to other people, but it fball break in pieces and con- 


fume all thefe kingdoms, and it fball ftand for ever.* 


“This defcription, faith Bifhop Newton, can with pro- 
priety oaly be underftood, as the ancients under{ftood it, 
of the kingdom of Chrift. And in the days of thefe kings, 
that is, in the days of fome of them. And it muft be 
during the days of the laft of them; becaufe they are 
reckoned four in fucceflion, and confequently this muft 
be the filth kingdom. Accordingly the kingdom of 
Chrift was fet up during the days of the laft of thele 
kingdoms, that is, the Roman. The /one was totally 
a different thing from the imaze, and the kingdom of 
Chrift is totally different from the kingdoms of this 
world. Zhe fone was cut out of the mountain «without 
hands, as our heavenly body is faid to be a building of 
God, an houfe not made with hands, that is, fpiritual, as 
the phrafe is ufed in other places. ‘This the fathers 
generally apply to Chrift himfelf, who was miraculoufly 
born of a virgin ; without the concurrence of a man: 
but it fhould rather be underftood of the kingdom of 
Chrift, which was formed out of the Roman empire, 
not by number of hands, or ftrength of armies; but 
without human means, and the virtue of fecond caufes. 
This kingdom was fet up by the Ged of heaven ; and 
from hence the phratfe of the kingdom of heaven, came to 
fignify the kingdom of the Meffiah. It was fo ufed 
and underftood by the Jews, and fo {t is applied by 
our Saviour in the New Teftament. Other kingiloms 
were raifed by human ambition and worldly power ; 
but this was the work, not of man but of God. ‘This 
was truly, as it 1s called the kingdom of heaven. . A king- 


dom not of this world; its laws, its powers were all 


divine.” § As we may prefume to fay, that this is the 


only true and genuine interpretation of this paffage, 


fo likewife it is the moft confonant to the fenfe of all 
ancient writers, both Jews and Chriftians.”+ 


* Dan. ii. + t Diff. om the Prophecies, p. 243, 2 4 
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We know of no Chriftian expofitor who does ne | 
confider this as a prediction of the gofpel church. Bat — 
if this church had been fet up more than thirteen hun. 
dred years before, why thould Daniel fpeak of it as an 
event ftill future: That we might not be liable to mif- 
take, he foretold the period when it fhould take place. 
In the days of thefe kings ; oy during the continuance of 
one of them, the Roman monarchy, Chrift thould 
wiake Ims appearance, and fet up his gofpel kingdom. 
Confcrmably to this fentiment, we find our blefed 
| Lord often {peaking of the gofpel difpenfation under 
i the metaphor of a kingdom. He ufes the fame lan- 
i guage with refpect to his church. When he faid to 
| | the Jews, Jf 1 caf} out devils by the Spirit of God, then the 
a kingdom of God is come unto you ;* here he evidenily 


weant the gofpel difpenfation. 
an We think the fame was meant in that folemn threat- 
nae ening denounced againit the Jews for their unbelief, in 
hy the following words; Therefore fay I unto you, that the 
i kingdom of Gad /Lall be taken from you, and giun to a 
‘ gation bringing forth the fruits thereof+ By which he 


— 


— 


— 


evidently meant the gofpel difpenfation, with all its 
privileges and bleffings : not the old Jewith difpenfa- 
tion and the rites belonging to that. No; thefe, m 
the fenfe of our Saviour, were neither taken from them, 
nor given to any others. ‘The Jews {till retain nan 
of them, and in their prefent fituation exhibit much 
the fame appearance of vifibility as a church, as they 
did during the firft four hundred years, before their 
deliverance from Egyptian bondage. Circumcifion was 
the principal rive by which they were then diftinguifhed 7 
from other nations : ‘They are to this day diftinguifhed ‘ 
by the fame. | 

Our Lord, upon a different occafion, replied to | 
the fame cavilling Jews, Verily I fay unto you, that the 
publicans and the harlets yo into the kingdom ef God before 
you. For come unto, you in the way of righteou/ms, 
and. ye believed him not ; but the publicens and the hartots 
BELIEVED him. And ye, whin ye had feen it, RLPENTED 
net afierward that ye might BELAEVE him.t As the pharifees 


<= 


- - - - 


Matt. sii 28 Mutt xxi, 43. $ Matt. 3!, 32. 
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are here charged with impenitence and unbelief, we 
may fuppofe that the publicans and harlots who are 
faid to go into the kingdom of God, were fuch as under the 
miniftry of John were brought to true repentance, to 


believe onthe Meffiah whom he declared to be at hand, 


and to be baptized of him. If the kingdom of God, 
or gofpel church, and the Jewith church were the 
fame, then thefe pudlicans and harlcts, before they em- 
braced John’s doétrine, yea, and the pharifees too, were 
all in the kingdom of God ! for they undoubtedly all 
belonged to the Jewifh church. 

The fcribes and pharifees fat in Mofes’ feat, and 
were perfons of the firft eminence in the Jewifh church ; 
but Jefus faid to his difciples, Except your righteoufne/s 
exceed the righteoufne/s of the fcribes and pharifees, ye Joall in 
no café ENTER INTO THE KINGDOM OF HEAVEN.” 

Whether the kingdom of grace, or the kingdom of 
glory be intended in this paflage, this much is evident, 
that being members of the Jewifh church, did mot 
qualify for either. 

This argument will be further illuftrated and ftrength- 
ened by the words of our fuffering Redeemer, when in- 
terrogated by Pilate. Thine own nation, faid he, and the 
chief pricfts have delivered thee unto me. What hoff thou 
done? ‘Jefus anfwered, MY KINGDOM 1S NOT OF THIS 
WORLD ! if my kingdom were of this world, then would my 
Servants fight, that I fhould not be delivered to the Fews.+ 
By this declaration Jefus has given an indelible charac. 
ter to his church 5 and which muft forever diftinguith 
it from the Jewifh church. The latter was not only 
organized as a body politic, but its men of war were 
marfhalled, and frequently led to the fight by mil- 
itary chieftains. 

It muft be evident to every candid mind that the 
Jewith church, in every ftage of it, notwithftanding it 
contained fome true believers, was principally of this 
world. This mult be the cafe with every other church, 
formed ftrictly upon the principles of infant member- 
flip, whether they are admitied by circumcifion or 
baptifm. We appeal to the common fenfe of Chrif- 
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tians, whether, to admit the hypothefis laid down b 
the Padobaptifts, that ail the children of believers have 
a right to memberfhip in the gofpel church, would not, 
if put in practice, make fuch as are of the world, a vatt 
majority in moft churches ?, Are not the baptized, in 
moft Padobaptift congregations, to thofe who attually 
take upon themfelves a voluntary profeffion of religion 
and give evidence that they are real Chriftians, as two to 
one ¢ Probably a much greater majority. If thefe are 
all included in the Chriftian ehurch, (and they muft be, 
or their argument is loft) can it be faid, that fucha 
church is not of this world ? We might with as, much 
propriety fay, that a town-meecting was not of this 
world, becaufe a number of the qualitied voters were 
Chriftians. For in the latter there would probably be 
about the fame proportion of Chriftians, as in the 
former. 
It would be an mfult upon the underftanding of men, 
to attempt to maintain the two oppofite points, that 
new-born infants muft be admitted to memberthip in 
the Chriftian church, and that the church was never- 
thelefs not of this world, but a fpiritual body. A man 
who could believe this, would have but little difficulty 
in believing tran/fub/fantiation, or any other abfurdity. 
No man who examines with candour the hiftory of 
the Jewith church from the days of Abraham, till the 


-deftruftion of their nation and temple by Vefpafian, but 
what muft conclude, that the true believers at any pe- 


riod would have been, when ‘compared with 'the whole 
nation, only a _finall minority ! a remnant according to the 


vledlion of grace. ‘They were fo few, and fo unknown in 
-the time of Elijah, that he't 


he was left alone. 
And notwithftanding the anfwer of God happily con- 
vinced him of his miftake, yet the number mentioned 
were few compared with the thonfands of Ifrael abd 
Judah. | 
Can we ferioufly 


fuppofe that it was the intention of 


Jefus Chrift to continue this church in its then vifible 
form, orto fet up another like it ? Docs the New 
tament lead to fuch a conclufion ? Does not the lan- 


guage’ of Chrift and his apoftles confirm exactly the 
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- the world, therefore the world bateth you.t This is the 
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eppofite ? Ye are the light of the world, faid Jefas to his 
Sele church. 4 city that 1s fet on an hall cannot be hid.* 
df ye were of the warld, the world would love bis own ; but 
becaufe ye are mot of the world, but I have chofem you out of 


manner in which our bleffed Lord defignated his dif- 
ciples. ‘Ihe particular manner in which they were 
brought to an-intereft in the bleffings of this kingdom, 
is thus exprefled by the apoftle to the Coloflians: 
Whs hath delivered us from the power of darknefs, and 
hath tranflated us into the kingdom of bis dear 8on.t Every 
perfon who claims the privilege of the Chriftian name, 
ought to beable to givethe fame reafon of his hope. 
Such perfons may fay with the apoftle, Wherefore we re- 
seiving a kingdom which cannot be moved, det us have grace, 
or grant us grace, whereby we may ferve Ged acceptably. 
None but fuch as experience renewing grace, pofiefs 
any one of thefe qualifications. No others are lights in 
the religious world. No others have been tranflated 
from the darkne/s of the world and fia into the kingdom 
of God’s dearSon. No others have received this im- 
moveable kingdom. 
When the Saviour afked his difciples their opinton 
concerning hinilelf, Peter anfwered, art the Chriff, 
the Son of the living God! And Fefus anfwered and faid 
unto him, Bleffed art thou Simon Laryona ; for flelh and 
blood hath not revealed it unto thee, but my Father which is 
in heaven. And I fay unto thee, thou art Peter, and upon 
this rock will I build my church ; and the gates of bell prall 
not prevail againfi st. ‘The Jewith church did not be- 
lieve that Jeius Chrift was the Son of God. ‘They con- 
tidered and treated him as an impoftor. They charg- 
ed him with blafphenry, and faid, 4e being a man made 
bimfelf Gol. But every truly enlightened Chriftian 
can fub{cribe with Peter, Thou art the Chnift, the Son 
of the living God. The rulers of the Jewith church 
blafphemoutly replied to him, Say we net well that thou art 
Samaritan, and hafta devil? This was the infulttng lan- 
guage of the leaders of that-very church, which we ase 
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told was the gofpel church, and was continued without 
any effential alteration.”* 

Our fourth and laft argument to prove that the gofpel 
church is totally diftinét from, and independent of, the 


Teftament. Fa¢ts are ftubborn things.” 
If (as the advocates for infant baptifm affert) the 


writings of the evangelifts and apoftles, as to put the 
matter out of difpute. Should we find them entirely 
filent on a fubject of fo much moment, its truth might 
very juftly be called in queftion. But if, inftead of be- 
ing filent, we find them to have recorded faéts which 
irreiiftibly prove the contrary, we fhould fuppofe fkep- 
_ticifm itfelf would ceafe to doubt. Let us proceed to 
examine the proof, Zo the Jaw and to the teflimony, 2 
the final umpire, we cheerfully repair, and pledge our- 
felves to abide the decifion. 

If our minds are open and candid, we fhall find the 
narrative plain and fimple ; the facts fo abundant, and 
fo varioufly interfperfed, that we cannot eafily miitake 
them. In order to trace them with precifion, we mutt 
travel back to the commencement of this new difpenta- 
tion. 

Chriftian reader, if your Bible be at hand, turn to 
the third chapter of Matthew, and read, and examine 
it candidly ; or will you permit me to repéat a few 
fentences, and make fome remarks upon them? In 


.was the perfon of whom Haiah fpake in prophecy. 
The voice of one crying in the wildernefs, Prepare ye the 
way of the Lerd, make his paths flraight. Did John de- 
rive his authority to preach and baptize from the Jew- 
ith church ? Moft certainly he did not. Foritappears 
» that he had been in the deferts from early lifesmntil the 


his authority ?..The evangelift John fhall ap{wer : 
There was a man FRoM Gov whofe name was Fobn. 
The Jewith church fent a deputation of priefts and 


* Vid P. Edwards, p. 127. ¢ Luke i. 90. 


Jewifh, fhall be drawn from facts recorded in the New 


gofpel church did incorporate-with the old Jewifh | 
church, we may expect fuch an account of it inthe | 


thofe days came “Fobu the BKaptift preaching in the wilder- ‘ 
 nefs of Fudea. ow was the Baptift He | 


. day of his foewing unto Ifracd.4. How came he then by 


| 
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Levites to him to inquire who he was ; whether he th it 
were the Meffiah ? if not, why he baptized © By faa 
) which it appears that he did not ftand in connexion 
with that church, nor aét under its authority. It will 
be here recollected how completely Chrift confounded 
the leaders of that church by this fimple queition. 
The baptifin of Fobn, {aid he, whence was it ? from heavets 
or of men?+ The chief prieft was among the party 5 they 
mu(t therefore certainly have known if John had been 
induéted into the prieft’s office by them ; or had in any 
way received his authority from them. ‘here can be 
no imaginable reafon affigned for their concealing it, if 
this had been the cafe. Could they with propriety have 
afferted the faét, it would have relieved them from 
their prefent embarraflment. If John did not derive 
his authority from the officers of the Jewifh church, 
(the only proper medium through which it could pats) 
) he muft have acted independently of them. 

We afk again, did John preach the fame doétrine 
which the leaders of this church did ? hk is manifet 
he did not : for they tawg/t for doftrine the commands 
ments of men, Chrift himfelf being judge. But John 
preached the true gofpel of the kingdom. He pointed 
his hearers to the Saviour, as the Lamb of God who 
taketh away the fin of the world, and exhorted the people 
to repent and believe on him. Such as received his 
doctrine, and confeffled their fins, he baptized in 

ordan. 

Was there any inftitution, or even cuftom in the 
¢ Jewith church, which required John to baptize his con- 
verts in Jordan ? None has ever yet been produced. Al- 
| though there were divers wafbings appointed in the 
ritual of Mofes, and others added by the fuperftitious 
Pharifecs ; yet they all differed widely from John’s 
baptifm, both in manner and defign. 

‘Towards the clofe of this chapter, we have the fol- 
lowing account of ovr Saviour. Ten cometh Fefus 
From Galilee to Fordan unta Fohn, to be baptized of him. 
But Fokn forbade him, faving, I have need to be baptized of 
thee, and comet thou tome? And Fefus anfwering, faid 


* i, Matt. axi. 
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unto him, Suffer it to be fo now ; for thus it beccmeth us x 
all vighieoufne/s. Then he fuffered Ard Fofus, 
when he was baptized, WENT UP STRAIGHTWAY OUT of 
THE WATER, Reader! lay your hand upon your: 
heart, and afk yourfelf, in the fear of God, if you can 
poflibly believe that either John or Jefus in the whole 
of the tranfactions related in this chapter, had any thing 
to do with the Jewifh church, or their leaders? In © 
fpite of all your prejudices, is there not a monitor — 
within that tells you, they had not ? 4 
Much pains has been taken to prove that when Chrift 
faid, thus it becometh us to fulfl all righteoufnefi, his 
meaning was, that it was neceflary for him to be bapti- 
zed by John ‘in Jordan, to fulfil a law which required 
the fons of Aaron, when entering into the prie(t’s office, 
to be wafhed at the door of the tabernacle.* Whata 
happy knack fome men have, in reafoning from snalogy! 
But there is one unlucky circumftance attending this 
argument, and which wholly ruins it. ‘That is, that by 
the fame law which required the above wafhing at the 
door of the tabernacle, Jefus Chrift could not bea 
prieft of that difpenfation ; as he was neither of the 
fons of Aaron, nor of the tribe of Levi ; but of the tribe 
of Fudah, of which tribe Mofes fpake nothing concerning 
priefthood. 
If we look into the next chapter, we fhall find the 
manner in which Chrift proceeded in gathering the 
New Teftament church. Atthe 18th verfe it is faid ; 
And Fefus walking by the fea of Galilee, faw two brethren, | 
Simon called Peter, and Andrew his brother, cafling a net § 
into the fea, for they were fifhers. And he faith unto them, | 
Follow me, and I will make you fifbers of men. And they © 
frraightway left their nets and followed him And whn 
he had gone a little farther thence, he faw Fames the fun of 
Zebedee, and Fobhn his brother, who alfo were in the foip 
mending their nets ; and fraightway he called them, ana § 
they left their father Zebedee in the foip with the hired fer- ¥ 
vauts, and went after himt Again, the next day after, 


Fohn flood, and tao of his difciples, and looking upon Fefus 
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* Vid. Meff:s Fifth and Crane, and others. 
+ Matt. iv. 18—22. Marki. 19, 20. 
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as he walked, he faith, Behold the Lamb of God ! And the 
two difciples heard him {peak, and they foliowed Fefus.* 

And a certain feribe came and faid unto him, Mafer, I 
will follow thee whitherfoever thou goeft ; and another of 
his difciples faid unto him, Lord, fuffer me firft to go and 
bury my father. But Fefus faid unto him, Follow me, and | 


let the dead bury their dead.t And as Fefus paffed forth 


from thence, he faw a man named Matthew fitting at the 


receipt of cuflom ; and he faith unto him, Follow me. And 
he arofe and followed him. 


The day following Fefus would go forth into Galilee, and 


findeth Philip, and faith unto him, Follow me. Philip 


caught the Spirit of this new fect fo entirely, as not only 
to be willing to follow Jefus, but to ufe his influence 
to profelyte others. He foon after met with Nathanael, 
and faid tohim, We have found H1M of whom Mofes in 
the law, and the prophets did write, Fefus of Nazareth, 
the fon of Fofeph. And Nathanael faid unto him, Can there 
any good thing come cut of Nazareth ? Philip faith unto 
him, Come and fee } 

Thefe facts, recorded by the evangelifts, place before 
us a complete hiftory of the commencement of the gof- 
pel church. But in this:account not a trace of its con- 
nexion with the Jewifh church can be perceived. 

When Jefus Chrift appointed his apoftles the firft offi-. 
cers in bis new church, did he confult the chief priefts, 
the fcribes and pharifees ? Or did he appoint them by 
his own authority, totally independent of them? Faéts 
all unite in demonftrating the latter. | 

The reafonings of our Pzedobaptift brethren have 
always appeared to us exceedingly defective on this 
point. ‘They uniformly argue, that the Jewith and 
Chriftian churches are the fame ; and that the latter is 
no more than a continuance of the former: but the 
have never fhown us when, where, or how the latter 
church was connested with the former: and. it is be- 
lieved that they never can. They have feemed wholly 
to ftep over this point. At one time they prefent to us 
the Jewifh church under the covenant of circumcifion, 


enjoying many privileges and bleffings.; by and’by, they 


* Joha i. 35—37. Matt. viii. 19, at. ix. 9. 
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prefent us the gofpel church enjoying very differer 
and much greater privileges, and tell us that this is the 
fame church, only under a different difpenfation. But 
rf this be a faét, would not Jefus Chrift and the leaders 
of the Jewith church have aéted in concert ? an 
would not the difciples of Chrift, and the members \ 


Would there not be as much propriety in faying that 
the proteftant church, and the papal church from 
which they feparated were one and the fame ? Some 
branches of the proteftant church approximate much 
more to the papal, than the gofpel church did to the 
Jewith. But if proteftants acknowledge their church 


think they ought at leaft to make fome confeffion for 
having abufed their A/ma Alater, by calling her the 
“old whore of Babylon”—* The mother of abom- 
inations, &c.”’ 

It is a tact which no one can deny, that Jefus Chrift, 
during his perfonal miniftry, did collect a large number 
of diiciples and followers of both fexes: that he fent 
forth feventy difciples at one time to preach the gofpel, 
and to evince its power by miracles. That thefe all 
{tood totally unconnected with the old Jewifh church 
is abundaatly evident, from the unceafing oppofition 
which the latter made to the former. We beg to know 
whether Chrift’s difciples, with their Master at their 
head, did not conftiture a church, a complete church 


for it muft be remembered that the kingdom of God 
was not yet taken from the Jews and given to the Gen- 


as the true church ? The Jewith church continued its 


was juftas mach friendfhip in this oki church towards 


death for no other fault, than becaufe he was filled with 
the Holy Ghoft, and when they caught Paul in the 
temple and were ready to pull him in quarters, as when 


that church have been in harmony with each other ? 


to be but a continuance of the old’ papal church, we | 


in gofpel order ? If fo, here were two churches exifting | | 
at the fame time in direét oppofition to each other: @ 


tiles. We afk, which of thefe two is to be contidered 


vifible ftate, and retained its vifible forms of worthip | 
long after the eftablifhment of Chriftiamity. And there | 


the followers of Jefus, when they ftoned Stephen to 4 
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| Jefus was in the midft of them, teaching and preaclfing 

the kingdom of God. 

: Did Chrift treat the Jewifh church in fuch a manner, 

or receive fuch treatment from it, as would lead us to 

| fuppofe that he confidered it as his church, which he 

 purchafed with his own blood ? 

- To elucidate the idea, pleafe to examine the debate 

' between Chrift and the leaders of this church, recorded 

"in the eighth chapter of John. In this, Jefus declared 
himfelf the ight of the world. The Pharifees difbelieved 
it, and told him plainly that he bore record of himfelf, and 
that his record was not true. (ver. 12,13.) Chrift told 
| them that they were ignorant both of him and of his 
| Father. (v. 19.) Yewre, faid he, from beneath, I am from 
) above ; ye are of this world, I am not of this world.—If ye 
) believe not that Iam fe, ye faall die in your fins. (v. 23, 24.) 
' In order to evade the force of Chrift’s doctrine, they 
pleaded their covenant privileges : We be feed. 
I know that ye are Abraham's feed, replied Jefus ; but ye 
feek to kill me, becaufe my word hath no place in you. I 
» peak that which I have feen with my Father, and ye do 
» that which ye have feen with your father. They anfwered 
» and faid unte him, Abraham is our father. Fefus faith unto 
| them, If ye were Abrabam’s CHILDREN, you would do the 
| works of Abraham. Chrift feems;:to admit that they 
/ were Abraham’s natural feed, but denies that they were 
his children in a {piritual fenfe. Unwilling to acknowl- 
| -edge themfelves deftitute of religion, and to prove that 
they had a:fair title to heaven without being indebted 
him, they-declared that Gad.awas their Father. Fefus 
= faid-unto them, If Gad were your Father, ye would love me : 
‘for I proceeded forth and. came from God ; neither came I 
wnyfelf, but be fent me. 42.) At length Chrift 
‘faid to them, of wyour father the devil, and the lufts 
of pour fathir ye will.do (vi 44.) With a viewnodoubt 


‘to (how the keennefs.of their refentment at this plain 
<dealing, they aniwered. him,! Say ave not well that thou art 
) -a Samaritan, and baft a devil? Does this look. like that 
danguage:of Jove «which. fubGfted between. Chrift ‘and 
tus truecchurth Every.candidheart will.reply, No. 
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Is it poffible to bring our minds to believe that the 
true church could ever treat the bleffed Saviour as the 
Jews treated him ? They not. only defpifed and held 
him in contempt, calumniated and abufed him, but x. 
tually perfecuted him to death ! Who was it that the 
traitor covenanted with, to fell his Lord for thiry _ 
pieces of filver ? Was it to an ignorant mob, made wp | 
of Gentile libertines, and headed by fome fanatical 
leader? No fuchthing. Judas made his calculations with | 
more certainty. He went directly to the cHigF priasts, | 
the principal leaders in this church. And do you | 
think they would let fo fair an opportunity pats, to ger | 
into their hands a man whom they hated? Surely no & 
‘The bargain was clofed at once; and Judas was fent 
with a band of men to arreft him.* Who was it firk | 
formed the defign of putting Jefus to death ? The princi. | 
pal leaders of the Jewifh church. dnd when the marr 
ing Was come, ALl. THE CHIEF PRIESTS AND ELDERS¢ 
the people took counf:l againft[ Fe/us to put bim to death. 
order to accomplifh their murderous delign, he mutt 
be delivered to Pilate the governor, to pais fentence 
of death upon him. Pilate, though a Gentile, feemed 
to have fome fenfe of moral juftice, and was defirous to 
underftand the real caufe of their complaint. But who 
arraigned him before Pilate’s bar ? Thine own natin, 
faid he, and the chief priefis have delivered thee to m= 
What haft thou done? Jefus at once ftated the tue § 
ground of the céntroverfy. Aly kingdom, faid he, 
A this world. ‘The more Pilate heard and faw, the | ¥ 

ronger was his conviétion of the innocency of Jefus | 7 
Several means had been employed to avert the fentenct, | © 
but without effect. At length, recollecting that it had} 
been a cuftom at this feaft to releafe a prifoner, and 
having two, he hoped they would choofe Jefus. — But 0 
this he was deceived. His perfuafions were all in val? | 
Malice had fixed the infernal purpofe too ftrongly 
their breafts to be fhaken by his reafonings. No, Jelus 
muft die, His crucifixion was determined on. Henct _ 
“the chief priefts and elders perfuaded the multitude that 
foould Barabbas, and deflroy Fefus.t O thon infultet> 


Matt. 14, 15, 47. + Matt. xxvii. 20. 
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fullering Lamb of God! were thefe the leaders of thy 
church, thy trae géfpel chureh ? Muit we confider 
them as thy friends, while manifefting this murderous 
oppofition to thee, merely becaule they defcended from 
tue loinsof Abraham? Weeannot. Our hearts revolt 
at the horrid thought. 7 

Nor can we believe that this was the church into 
which the Gentile converts were grafted. No 3; it was 
the church gathered by Jefus, and his apoftles ; from 
among the Jews indeed, but compofed only of the con- 
verts to his new dottrine ; of feparates from the old 
Jewith church aud religion.. No others compofed any 
part of the New Teftament church. Muft we not fhut 
our eyes againft the cleareft light to- believe otherwife ? 
We certainly mutft. 

‘This, however, is one of the main pillars on which 
Pedobaptiim refts, ‘That this old Jewifh church and the 
New ‘Teftament church are the fame. This is Mr. 
Edwards’s potent argument, with which he has affailed 
the Baptifts, and taid them (in his imagination) heaps 
upon heaps, as Samfon did the Philiftines with the . 
jaw-bone of an afs. But with all his zeal to maintain 
the /amene/s of the Jewifh and Chriftian churches, his 
con{cience compelled him to make one very juft concei/- 
fion. His confcience, didI fay ? No, I rather think he 
was a little off his guard. Speaking of the Jewith 
people collectively, he fays ; ** As to their churacter, 
it is certain that, a few only excepted, they were upon 
the whole the DEADLY ENEMIES OF CHRIST and his 
doctrine.” (p. 62.) Reader! paufea moment, and re- 
flect upon this declaration. ‘That the Jewifh church, a 
few, a very few, excepted, were the deadly enemies of 
Chrift and his do¢trine ! And yet, if there be any truth 
in Mr. Edwards’s argument, this was not only a /ample 
of the gofpel church, but the church in reality ! the 
fame with that under the gofpel difpenfation. A little 
altered indeed in “diet” and « drefs,” but identically 
the fame.* And was this one of Mr. Edwards’s “ can- 
did reafons for leaving the Baptifts,” becaufe they do 
not believe Chrift’s church to be principally made up of 


* Vid. p. 46, 48. 
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his deadly enemies? Vhe Baptifts entertain no fuch 
horrid idea, It he believes his own reafoning, it was 
certainly a very fufficient one for his leaving a com. 
munity who think very differently : For Aow can tavo 
walk together, except they be agreed ? 

We have thus briefly ftated a few fa&s which ferve 
to fhow the temper and feelings of the Jewifh church 
towards our blefied Redeemer and his doéirine, and 
alfo what treatment he received from them. 

We will now inquire, whether the apoftles of J: fus 
Chrift agreed in fentiment with the advocates for infant 
baptilm, with refpect to the /amene/s of the Jewith 
and Chriftian churches. 

Immediately after the afcenfion of the Saviour, we 
are preiented with a view of his /it’le flock ; this new 
gofpel church in a company by themfelves. Here we 
find a body of difciples, amounting to about one hup 
dred and twenty, aflembled in an open room at Jerufs 
lem. Thefe all continued with one accord, in prayer and 


Supplications, with the women,and Mary the mother of Fefus, 


and with his brethren. Slere were no feribes nor plar- 
fees intermixed. No one who retained his ftanding in 
the Jewifh church, aor any who felt unfriendly to the 
interefis of Jelus. The traitor himfelf no longer ob 
truded his unhallowed prefence among them. ‘They 
were all united in love.* When the day of pentecof was 
fully come, we find them again together, with one accord 
in one place. Here the apoftles experienced the fulftl- 
ment of what had been predicted by John, and promi 
ed by Chvrift. They were all baptized with the Holy 
Ghoft and fire. No foonet was this noifed abroad, than 
a vaft multitude collected. Some were firuck with 
wonder and amazement ; others mocked, and faid thee 


men are full of new wine. But Peter ftood up and ad- | 


dreffed the multitude in a difcourfe peculiarly adapted 
to the occafion, and to the circumftances of his audi- 
ence. His preaching was attended with a marvellous 
difplay of divine power. He concluded in the following 


words ; Therefore let ar the houfe of Hrael know affurcdly, 
that God hath made that fame Fejus, whom YE HAVE CRY 
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crerep, dcth Lord and Chrif. Here the boufe of or 
Jewiih church collectively, is charged with having taken 
the Son of God, and with wicked hands crucified and 
flain him. ‘rhe word delivered by Peter became 
fharper than a fqwo-edged fword ! And they were pricked 
in their heart, and faid unto Peter, and to the ret of the 
apoftles, Men and brethren, what foall we do? I hen Peter 
faid unto them, Repent and be baptized every one of you in 
the name of Fefus Chrift, for the remiffion of fins, ana ye 
hall receive the gift of the Haly Gof. For the promife is 
unto you, and to your children, and to all that are afar cf; 
even as many as the Lord our God /hall call." 

What foall we do? wasthe language of thofe wound- 
ed-hearted finners. Repent, faid Peter, and be baptized 
every one of you. He commanded none to be baptized, 
but what he firft commanded to repent. ‘The promi‘e 
of remiffion of fins, and of the gift of the Holy Ghott, 
was not made to ali indifcriminately, but. was predicated 
upon their repentance and baptifm, upon their being 
called by the Lord, and not upon the baptifm of im- 
penitents. The promife quoted by the apoftle, as an 
encouragement to them and to their children to repent, 
muft alfo be underftood with this limitation. 


* The apoftle here no doubt alluded to the premife recorded by the 
prophet Jeremiah, Bebold the days come, faith the Lord, that I will make 


NEW COVENANT with the boufe of I/racl and with the houfe of Fudsh 
mot according to the covenant that I made with their fatlers in the day 


when I took them by the band to bring them out of the land of Eyyft, wh. cb 
my covenant they brake, although I was an bufbund unto them, faith the Lord. 
But this foall be the covenant that I will make with the boufe of If-ael ; Afner 
thefe days, faith the Led, | Wit PUT MY LAW IN THEIR INWakD 
PARTS, AND WHITE IT IN THEIR HEARTS, and will be their God, and 
they foall be my people And they Rall teach no more every mon bis neiy be 
bour, and every man bis brother, faying, Know ye the Lord; far they SHALL 
ALL KNOW ME, from she leuft of them unio the greateft of them faith the 
Lord ; for Iwill forgive their iniquity, and rememier their more? 
This mew covenant was eftablifhed upon ditter promifes than thofe con- 
tained in the covenant of circumcifion. God did not engage in that 

th: renewing influences of the Holy Spirit, to put bis lew im their inward 
parts. That covenant was outward in the fico ; this is inward, the 
law twritten upon the beart. \n this mew covenant, the very lof knows 


the Lord. In that, many who were the greet in office and 
bnew not the Lord. 


t Jer. maxi, 3134, 
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We cannot poffibly agree with Mr. Edwards in his 
explanation of this paflage. His reafoning, to us ap- 
pears both fophiftical and abfurd. He is fo very anx- 
jous to fecure a place for infants in the gofpel church, 
that he feems willing to pafs over the real bleflings con- 
tained in the promife, and fix on one which by his own 
reafoning they were already in pofleffion of. After 
holding the word chi/dren in a ftate of torture, until it 
has patied three ftages of difcuffion, he thinks he has 
gained the important point ; i. e. “ ‘hat infant# are 
placed in the fame relation to baptifm, as they were of 
old to circumcifion.” (p. 71, 72.) 

What an admirable comment upon the apoftle’s 
words! Here were a number of perfons pricked in the 
heart, and crying out in diftrefs, What /hall we do? They 
are told for their comfort, that the promife is to you and 
to your children 5 by which they were to underftand that 
they were placed in the fame relation to baptifm as they 
were of old to circumcifion ! What confolation this 
muft be to a heart throbbing under the pangs of con- 
viction, or inquiring with the ardor of a new-born foul 
after duty | But we will leave Mr. Edwards for the 
prefent. 

Let us now hear the conclufion of the facred hifto- 
rian. Lhen they that gladly received his word were bap- 
tized 5 and the fame day there were added unto them about 
three thoufand fouls. We atk, 'To whom were thefe con- 
verts added ? Was it to the ald Jewilh church ? or 
tothe new gofpel church ? for they both exifted at 
this time ; but in total oppofition to each otlrer, We 
only wifh that confcience may makethe decifion. ‘This. 
folemn and interefting account clofes with thefe words ; 
And the Lord added to the church datty, fuch as foould be 


faved. What church, we afk again, was this ? Was it 


the old perfecuting Jewilh church ? no one we think 
can poflibly believe it. No; they were taken from 
that, and added to the Chriftian church. We are con- 


ident that there cannot be an inftance produced 


of a fingle att of Chriftian fellowfhip between thefe 
two churches. How often in the book of Aéts, that 
authentic hiftory of the ptimitive Chriftians, do we 


| 
4 { 
| 
) 
ae 
| 
| 
‘ 
% 


, APPENDIX. | 215 


find the leaders of the gofpel church dragged before the 
rulers of the Jewith church, and by their orders beaten 
and imprifoned ; and ftraitly charged to fpeak no 
more in the name of Jefus ! If both were the church of 
Chrift, his kingdom was divided again{t itfelf ; 
and our Lord has told us the fate of fuch a kingdom. 
The papal and proteftant churches were never more 
at variance in the hotteft times of perfecution than 
thefe two churches were, until the gofpel difpen{ation 
was taken from the Jews and given to the Gentiles. 

It may poflibly be faid that thefe arguments only 
prove the corruptions that were in that church, but do 
not affect its real ftate. To.determine whether an oid ~ 
houfe ought to be taken down, in order to build a new 
one in its room, it would not be neceflary to know 
what it once was, but only to examine it in its prefent 
fiate ; and fhould a few pieces of timber be faved 
from this old wreck, and put into the new building, 
we fhould hardly fuppofe any perfon would fay it was 
the fame, the very fame houfe. ‘The application is eafy. 

In order to bring this argument to a clofe, we aik, 
Were not the principal oppofers and perfecutors of Jeius 
Chrift and his followers, officers and members of the 
Jewith church ? Were they not coniidered at the | 
time to be in regular ftanding ? ‘To exemplify the 
queftion, we will felect one only ; it fhall be the great 
apoftle of the Gentiles. Was he not a member of the 
Jewifh church, at the very time he was perfecuting 
the poor faints of Jefus, and haling them both men 
and women to prifon ? 

The account which Paul has given of himfelf will 
probably fatisfy us on this point. In a ftatement which 
he made to the Galatians reipecting his call to preach, 
he fays; But I certify you, brethren, that the gofpel which 
was preached of me, 1s not after man ; for J neither received 
it of man, neither was I taught it, but by the revelation of 
Chri. For ye bave heard of converfation in tinw 

fi, im THE Jaws’ RELIGION ; how that beyond meafure 
t perfecuted the church of God, and wafied it. And profited 
in the ews’ religion above many my equals im mine own 
nation ; being more exceedingly zealous of the traditions of 
my fathers.  But—-But pray, Paul, Jet us interrupt your 
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narrative a moment, that you may explain yourfelf. 
You have twice mentioned the Fews’ religion, as if ic 
were diftiné& from the religion of Jefus Chrift. You 
have alfo faid, that you per/ecuted and waffed the cuurcu 
OF GoD. You moft certainly do not mean the old Jew- 
ifh church, for if we underftand you, you were acting 
in concert with that. My manner of life from my 
youth, which was at the firft among mine own nation 
at Jerufalem, know all the Jews ; who knew me from 
the beginning, (if they would teftify) that after the 
STRAITEST SECT OF OUR RELIGION, I lived a pharifee.” 
And in my zeal for that church, “ I verily thought with 
miyfelf, that I ought to do many things contrary to the 
name of Jefus of Nazareth. Which thing I alfo did in 
Jerufalem ; and many of the faints did I fhut up in 
prifon.” I did not do it however, in a riotous manner 
without the concurrence of my brethren, but “ saving 
recerved authority from the chief priefs. And when they 
were put to death, I gave my voice againftthem. And 
unifhed them oft in every fynagogue, and compelled 
them to blafpheme : and being exceedingly mad againf 
them, I perfecuted them even unto ftrange cities.’”* 
« But when it pleafed God, who feparated me from my 
mother’s womb, and called me by his grace, to reveal lus 
Son in me, that I might preach him among the hea- 
then ; immediately I conferred not with fleth and 
blood—but I went into Arabia and returned again to 
Damafcus. And was unknown by face unto the 
churches of Judea, which were in Chri? : but they had 
heard only, that he who perfecuted us in times paft, 
now preacheth the faith which ome he deftrayed. And 
they glorified God in me.”+ 
In this man, before his converfion, we have a com- 
plete fpecimen of the general’ temper of the Jewith 
church, during moft of the time the gofpel was con- 
tinued amongthem. ‘This will be evinced by the fol- 
lowing quotation from one of his epifties. ‘For ye, 
brethren, became followers of the churches of God, 
which in Judea are in Chrift Jefus : for ye have alfo 
fuffered! like things of your own countrymen, even as they 
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have of the Yews:' who both killed the Lord. Jefus, 
and their own prophets, and have perfecuted us; and 
they pleafe not God, and are contrary to all men.”* 

From the evidence arifing from the facts which have 
been briefly detailed in the preceding pages, the follow- 
ing conclufion irrefiftibly forces itfelf upon the mind, 
viz. That the gofpel church is not a continuation of the 
old Jewifh church, but totally diftingét : That it dif- 
fers effentially in its conftitution ; in the qualifications 
required in order to memberfhip ; in its vifible form, 
that being national, this being felected and particular : 
That the prediétions and declaration of the prophets, of 
Jefus Chrift and his apoftles, all prefent it to us as a dil- 
tingt body : ‘That facis which cannot be controverted, 
determine that they never were united, although they 
both actually exifted at the fame time; but that the 
latter was conftantly oppofed and perfecuted by the 
former. 

~- Hence we conclude, that as the two churches are 
every way fo diftindt, the right of infants to member- 
in the Jewitlh church ts infwficient to fuftain them 
to memberfhip in the gofpel church. If they 
have any claim to memberthip under the gofpel dil- 
penfation, it muft be founded in the fpecial provifions 
ef this difpenfation, and not inferred from any thing in 
the former. The truth,” faith Dr. Emmons, “is, we 
muft learn the peculiar duties of believers under the 
prefent difpenfafion of the covenant of grace, from 
the diipenfation itfelf, which enjoins.all the peculiar 
duties which belong to #. I believers ase now to 
baptize thew children,—it ts not becaufe they were 
once obliged to circumcife them.”+ 

If thefe things are true, as we verily believe they are, 
we befeech our brethren not to fhut their eves againtt 
the light, and reject them. O that the great Head of 
the church would enlighten each of us more perfectly 
in the knowledge of his will ! 


| * 1 Thefll ii. 14, 156 t Reply to Dr. Hemenway. 
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SECTION IV. 


StriG@ures on the Rev. Perer Epwarps’s * Candid 
Reafons for renouncing the Principles of Antipadsbape 
ti/m.” 


‘Tus gentleman has been feveral times named 
in the preceding pages, and the book now before us 
referred to. 

My defign is only to make ftrictures. It cannot 
therefore be expected that I fhould follow him in all 
his long-laboured fyllogifms, nor attempt to unravel all 
his intricate windings. ‘This tafk is rendered the lefs 
neceflary, as Dr. Jenkins’s very able reply is before the 
public. In this, a candid reader will difcover much 
folid learning, and a thorough knowledge of the fubject 
difcuffed. 

In writing thefe ftrictures, I have no with to detract 
from Mr. Edwards’s “ hard-earned fame,” nor to {peak 
diminutively of his abilities as a polemic writer. I with 
I could in juftice acknowledge him to be a fair and 
honourable difputant. Whether my judgment is warp- 
ed by prejudice, is not for me to fay; but his reafonings 
have ever appeared to me extremely fophiftical and un- 
candid. The reafons on which I found this opinion 
will be feen in the courfe of thefe animadverfions. 

The reader is alfo notified, that no attempt will be 
made in the enfuing pages to vindicate Mr. Booth, as 
the writer has never feen his book to which Mr. Ed- 
wards has replied. Nothing therefore will be noticed, 
only what implicates our fentiments generally. 

Mr. Edwards, in his introduction, gives what he calls 
“ a fair ftatement of the queftion.” ‘This ftatement is 
divided into five Tefes. His firft Thefis we fhould not 
object to, had he conducted the difpute according to 
the principles there ftated. It ftands thus— Theft 
« That we fet afide all thofe things about which we are 
agreed, and fix our attention to that only on which a 
diference of opinion may fall.” « Secondly, that this 
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difference be ftated in a manner the moft plain and 
fimple.” The reader will judge, whether Mr. Ed- 
wards has not violated the firft of thefe rules, in the 
moft flagrant manner. Has he not brought up the 
fubject of female communion, and employed it as a main 
argument againft the Baptifts? Yea, the very argu- 
ment, which he boaftingly tells us that he has ufed 
with fo much dexterity, as to filence every Baptift he 
has met with in a quarter of an hour. . And yet this is 
a fubject that we are entirely agreed in. What has 
female communion to do with infant baptifm ? Nothing 
at all. 

Thefis Antipsedobaptifts confider thofe perfons 
as meet fubjeéts of baptifm, who are fuppofed to pof- 
fefs faith in Chrift, and thofe only. Pzdobaprifts 
agree with them in this, that believers are proper fub- 
jects of baptifm, but deny that fuch only are proper 
Jubjects. ‘They think, that, together with fuch believ- 
ing adults, who have rot yet been baptized, their infants 
have a right to baptifm as well as their parents.” ‘The 
Jaft part of this pofition implies what is not true, which 
will be feen in our remarks upon the next. 

Theis 3.—“ From this view of the fentiments of 
each, it appears that both parties are agreed on the 
article of adult baptifm, which muft therefore be fet ~ 
afide, as a matter entirely out of difpute; for it can 
apfiwer no good purpofe for one to prove what the other 
will not deny.” An incautious reader by this ftate- 
ment. would be led to fuppofe, that the two denomina- 
tions had the fame views of adults being proper fub- 


jets of baptifm. But it is evident that we differ widely 


on this fubjeét,, It is not true, that Pedobaptifts allow 
adult baptilm, only under certain limitations. ‘They 
indeed admit, {uch as have never been baptized in in- 
fancy, when they come to, be believers. But why do 
they Evidently becaule they could. never baptize 
them before. ‘Their own, or their parents’ confent was 
wanting. But could they carry their fentiments into 
complete effect, it, would’put an entire end to believers’ 
baptifm ; for,they,would baptize every infant foon after 
it was born; nor would they allow them ever after, 
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fhould ‘they become believers, to be baptized agreeably 

to their own ‘confctiences, upon the pain of being de. 

hounced as ‘Anabaptifts. This difference of fentiment 

én'this point cannot be denied, without denying an 

obvious‘truth. It\is therefore but mere'evafion, to fay, 

that we are agreed on this point, and that they hold to 
believers’ baptifm aswell as we. They certainly would 

exterminate ‘it out of the world if they could. 

But what is Mr. Edwards making this preparation 
for ? The arifwer is-eafy. Itis to get rid of that bur- 
aten of proof arifing from thofe qualifications, indiferim- 
inately required in order to baptifm, with which his 
«denomination have conftantly been preffed by the Bap- 
‘tifts. 

We fhall not at prefent object to his ftatement in 
‘the clofe of this pofition, viz. “ ‘The fimple queftion 
avhich remains to‘be decided is this, Are infants fit fub- 
‘yeéts of baptifm, or are they not ? ‘On this queftion the 
“whole turns. The Predobaptifts affirm, and the Anti- 
~pedobaptifts deny.” But we fhall take the liberty to 
-chfprove their fitnefs, by urging their want of thofe qual- 
ifications required by the inftitution, without afking Mr. 
‘Edwards's confent. 

Thefis4.— Phe fimple queftion being as we have now 
‘fated it, Afe infants ft of baptifm, or are they 
‘not ? it will clearly follow, that all thofe places which 
relate’to believers’ baptifm, can prove nothing on the 
‘fide'of the Baptifts ; and the reafon is, they have no 
‘relation to the queftion.” No, Mr. Edwards, we fhall 
“not confent to this. You-might very eafily indeed beat 
us all in a quarter of an hour, if we would be fo foolifh 
‘as ‘to confent to let-you firft tie our hands. im vain 
is the fnare [pread in the fight of any bird. You atk, * Are 
‘infants ‘fit fubjeéts of baptifm ?” “How are we to judge 
of ‘the fitnefs of a fubjeét' amy otherwife than by the 
“qualifications required by the inftitution ? No, na, fay 
‘you, thefe all refpect- adults, and therefore are irrelevant 
“to'the Allow, if you pleafe, that'thefe refpect 
adults only, and will not this conclufion inevitably fol- 
‘tow, ‘that ‘none Dut adultsiwere'to bé‘baptized 
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If the qualifications indefinitely required by the in- 
ftitution of baptifm, (I fay indefinitely, becaufe the ferip- 
tures give us no idea of one kind of qualifications for 
adults, and another for infants) if thefe are to form no 
part of the rule by which we are to judge of the jitue/s 
of infants, what are we to judge by ? Why truly, Mr. 
Edwards has furnifhed us with a very compendious 
method indeed. We muft go back almoft two thou- 
fand years before the inftitution of baptifm exifted, and 
examine another inftitution every way different in its na- 
ture, mode, and defign, and belonging to anotherchurch 
equally different from the Chriftian church ; and upon 
this we are to make up our judgment refpecting the 
fitnefs of infants for a New ‘Teftament inftitution |! Muft 
not a man have a front like brafs, who can charge his 
opponents with fophiftry, while he himfelf is guilty of 
{uch management as this, to keep men from feeing the 
truth ? It is believed, that there is not another fubjeét 
in the world, on which men would reafon fo inconclufive- 
ly. Wereadifpute to arife concerning the right of citi- 
zenfhip in the United States, how fhould we determine 
the queftion ? Should we determine it by the confti- 
tution of Great-Britain, or by the conftitution of the 
Untted States ? We think there would be but one 
opinion in this cafe, 7. ¢. that it muft be determined by 
the conftitution under which we now live. Why fhould 
we not determine the qualifications for an inftitution of 
the gofpel in the fame way ? 

Mr. Edwards’s fifth Thefs is a mere recapitulation 
of the preceding; therefore it is thought unneceflary to 
{tate it. 

We fhall now proceed to his ftatement of the argu-’ 
ments which the Baptifts bring againit infant baptilm. 
« Of thefe,” he tells us, * there are two only.” ff he 
had allowed us to fpeak for ourfelves, it is more than 

ble we might have muftered up one or two more. 

ut what are the two which he allows us to bring? * 
‘Firft,. perfon whoibas a right to a pofitive inflitution 
muft be exprefsly mentioned as having that right ; ‘but infants 
are not fo mentioned, therefore they have not thai right,” ‘-' 
This argument’ he fuppofes requires ‘that/exprofs 


Wention be made in the {criptures: of'the baptifin of 
Ww 
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infants. This he fays, is affuming, contracted, falfe.” 
« It is very afluminz, becaufe it feems to ditate to the 
ever blefled God in what manner he ought to {peak to 
his creatures. Sinceit isno where contained in his word, 
and he knows beft how to communicate his mind to 
men, it little becomes fuch creatures as we are to lay 
down rules by which he fhall proceed.” Is it nota 
little afuming for Mr. Edwards to infift upon our re. 
ceiving and approving a practice which he allows not 
to be contained in the word of God! Reader, paufe a 
moment, and reflect upon this “ precious confeilion.” 
If you are a Baptift, will you not feel more thankful 
than ever, that the fentiments you practife are mof 
plainly contained in God’s word ? Will not Mr. Ed- 
wards’s new friends bluth for this unguarded conceflion, 
and wifh he had been a little more careful ? He adds, 
“ It is very contracted, becaufe it fuppofes we cannot 
underi{tand what God fays, but when he {peaks to us in 
one particular way.” No Sir, you miftake.: it fuppofes 
we cannot underftand him when he does not {peak at 
all. For you will pleafe to remember, you have juit 
faid, it is mo where contained in his word. And this is 
the only medium through which he has fpoken to us 
refpecting pofitive inititutions. But, 

“It is very falfe : becaufe (to wave all other inftan- 
ces, and fix on one only) a fubjeét is admitted to a pofi- 
tive inftitute, and that admiflion is according to truth, 
and fo held and praétifed by all who ufe Chriftian rites, 
when there is no exprefs law or example to fupport it 
in all the word of God. It is the cafe of women to 
which I allude, and their admiffion to the Lord's 
table.” 

This is Mr. Edwards’s knock-down argument, with 
which he has fo often vanquifhed the Baptitts He 
has {pent twelve pages in attempting to prove that there 
is no explicit warrant for female communion ; and 
therefore that it ftands upon the fame footing of infant 
baptifm. His meaning is, that the right of infants to 
baptifm is equally plain, and as well fupported by the 
fcriptutes, as the right of females to communion. But 
hie hassunhappily deftroyed his argument by his own 
ftatements .For:he fays, female communion “ is held 
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; and pridtifed by all who ufe Chriftian rites.” Tf infant 


baptifin were equally as plain, what reafon can be at- 
fined for its not being as univerfally admitted ? He is. 
undoubtedly corres in this, that no Chriitian fect who” 
have admitted the celebration of the Lord’s fupper, 
have difallowed the right of females. It is equally 
certain, that from the fir/t mention of infant baptifm in 
ecclefiaftical hiftory, it has met with oppofition. ‘This 
oppofition has not been made by thofe who profefled 
| to be governed by the decrees of popes and councils ; 
' but fuch as profeffed to take the word of God for their 
guide in all matters of religion. What rational account 
can be given for the oppofition made to infant baptifm 
from time immemorial to the prefent, while females 
have all this time remained in the unmolefted enjoy- 
ment of communion ; unlefs it be, that the latter is 
. Clearly eftablifhed in the New Teftament, while no evi- 
dence can be found for the former. . 
4 ‘Thofe who deny infant baptifm, have undoubtedly 
hi the fame tender affection for their children as thoie 
: who practife it ; nor can we admit that they feel lefs 
concerned for their eternal falvation. Hence nothing, 
but the want of fcripture to fupport it, leads them to 
deny its validity. 
‘We will now take the liberty to vary Mr. Edwards’s 
third Thefs, and put female communion in the place of 
‘adult baptifin, and he and his friends will then fee the 
full force of his argument. | 
Thefis 3.—** From this view of the fentiments of each, 
} ‘it appears that both parties are agreed in the article of 
female communion, which muft therefore be fet afide, 
a matter entirely out of difpute : for it can anfwer no 
good purpofe for one to prove what the other will not 
deny.” Very well: then here we will leave it. 
re Argument 2.—The fecond argument which Mr, Ed- 
: “wards ailows the Baptifts to bring againft the baptifm 
5 


of infants, he exprefles as follows : 
“| “Lhe foriptures require faith and repentance as requifite 
‘tobaptifm, but as infants cannot have thefe, they are not 
“proper fubjet?ts of baptifin. “Infants, fay the Baptifts, cannot 

believe, cannot repent 5 and none fhauld be baptized without 
faith, 
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« The moft expeditious way, fays Mr. Edwards, of 
deftroying this argument is this. ‘They fay the {criptures 
require faith and repentance in order to baptifm. I afk 
of whom ? The anfwer mu/f be of adults ; for the ferip- 
tures never require them of infants in order to any 
thing.” My Baptift brethren! do you not tremble 
for the fate of your argument, fince it has fallen into 
the hands of fuch an Apollyon ? But how is he going 
to work to dofiroy it 2? Why by telling you that all the 
qualifications required by the inftitution, have ref 


that ordinance, and that no qualifications at all are re- 
quired of far the greater part. 

* How does Mr. Edwards prove that the fcriptures do 
not require faith and repentance of a// who are to be 
admitted to baptifm ? He does it in this way, by ad. 
ding the word anutts. But it muft be remembered, 
that the fcriptures do not mention either adults or in- 
fants ; but prefcribe thefe qualifications generally and 
without any exception. We fhall therefore infift, that 
the want of thefe qualifications muft forever bar the 
claim of all others to this ordinance, whether adults or 


apoftles did actually admit perfons to baptifm, who 
made no profeflion of faith and repentance. This 
has never yet been done, and we believe it never can 
be. However, we have no objection to any perfon's 
making the attempt. | | 
Mr. Edwards, after working over this argument, fos 
to fuit himfelf by changing and diminifhing the foree 
of the major propofition, at length declares it “ @ glar- 
ing fophifin.” But in what does the fophiftry coniilt! 
In his own management, and in nothing elfe. ‘Ihe 
_firft frateynent reads thus; “ The f{criptures require 
faith and repentance in order to baptifm.” The 


_feriptures require faith and repentance of apULT'’s, in 
order to baptifm.” It is this addition alone which 


and it will ftand thus : 


tan poflibly expofe the argument to the charge of 
fophiftry. Place the argument upon its native ground, § 


only toa very {mall proportion of the candidates for | 


infants. ‘his is ground we fhall by no means give up, | 
until it fhall be fairly proved, that either Chrift or his 


meaning is génerally and without any exception. [ 
When altered by Mr. Edwards, it ftands thus :—« ‘The f 
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«The fcriptures require, in a// perjons, faith and 
repentance as requifite to baptifm ; but fome perfons 
have not faith and repentance: therefore, all impeni- 
tents, whether adults or infants, are not proper fubjects 
of baptifim.” The reader will determine for himfelf, 
which party is juftly chargeable with fophiftry. 

After altering the argument as above defcribed, 
Mr. Edwards goes on to prove it falfe. We will now 
briefly examine his proof. He propofes “ firft to fhow 
that. the argument is entirely fallacious; fecpnd, point 
out wherein its fallacy confifts.” “1. Of the fallacy i 
of this argument. The principle of it is, that infants 4] 
are excluded from baptilim, becaufe fomething is faid of fi} 
baptifm which will not agree to infants. ‘lo fee there- 
fore the tendency of this argument whether it will 4 
prove on the fide of truth or error, I will try its opera- 1 
tion on thefe four particulars.” 7 
1. On the circumcifion of infants. That infants 
were circumcifed, is a fact. ‘That they were circum- Hy 
; cifed by the exprefs command of God, is a proof of | 
right, &c.” This will not be difputed by any one. But 
; how does this prove the argument of the Baptilts to be 
| falfe? Why inthis way, “ circumcifion, as it was a 
folemn entering into the church of God, did fix an ob- 
ligation on the circumcifed, to conform to the laws and 
ordinances of that church.”* How is this proved ? 
From Gal. v. 3. Avery man who is eee ae is a 
destor to do the whole law.” What is the inference ? 
Here it follows. in Mr. Edwards’s own words ; “ Then 
it is clear, there was fomething faid of circumcifion 
which did no more agree to infants, than if it had 
-been.faid, Repent and be baptized.” Suppofing, Mr. 
‘Edwards, we {hould retort a little of your logic u 
yourfelf, and affirm, that when the apoftle fays, Every 
mas wh is circumcifed is a debtor to do the whole law, 
he muft mean, every aDULT: “ for the fcriptures never 
: require: /uch obedience of infants in order to any thing.” 
» Now, Sir, if your logic is good, your argument is good 


ile would, we believe; be very difficult to deferibe the great /olemnity 
which an infane of eight days old difcovered, at this time of its entrance 
into the church, ~ 
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for nothing. For the fame mode of reafoning whick 
you have adopted to deftroy our argument, will deitroy 
your own. Sut I mean to fhow its fallacy in another 


way. 
To the above inference our author adds, “ In this 
refpect, baptifm and circumcifion are upon a level; for 
there is fomething faid concerning both, which will b 
no means agree to infants. Infants, on the one hand 
cannot believe and repent ; and thefe are connected 
with bpp ; and on the other hand, infants cannot 
become debtors ; they cannot keep the law, and thefe 
are connected with circumcifion.” If I fhould reafon 
after this manner, I fhould expec to be roundly charged 
with fophiftry: Connected with baptifm 3” conneGed 
with circumcifion,” fays Mr. Edwards. But, Sir,are 
they connectei alike? not every perfon, by a 
moment’s reflection, fee that they are totally different? 
Baptiim does not merely “ fix an obligation” to believe 
and repent at fome future period ; but requires a pro- 
feffion of faith and repentance, as a previous qualifica- 
tion for the ordinance. Circumcifion did not require 
any previous obedience to the law, in order to qualify 
perfon for that rite. The utmoft that can be faid of it 


with regard even to fuch adults as voluntarily choole — 


it for themfelves is, that they thereby made themfelvés 
‘debtors to do the whole law. The apofthe’s meaning is 
evidently this, that thofe who fill infifted upon circum- 
cifion, as that was one of the firft ‘articles of the legal 
difpenfation, could not be fuppofed to have embraced 
the gofpel; and if they depended on their obedience 
tothe law for juftification, which was implied in ther 
holding to circumcifion, they 'muft then confider them- 


{elves debtors to do-the whole law. But can it befup- | 
_.pofed, that the mere circumcifion, performed on | 
‘a helplefs infant, without -his knowledge or ‘confent, 


fhould make him a debtor to do the whole hw? It 


‘is evident Paul had nothing of this in view, when he | 


ty 


‘cireumcifed Timothy. Ido not think it conftituted | 


him a debtor to do the whole law. But had he chofen 


that method of juftification in preference to thegofpel 


at certainly would. 
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But will not every perfon who is capable of reafoning 
upon a fubject, fee a wide difference between gualifica- 
tions previoufly required by an ordinance, and an odft 
tion faxed by the ordinance itfelf ? The great Author of 
being fixes an obligation upon every rational creature 
as foon as it exifts, to love and obey him. But he re- 
quires no previous exercifes of love and obedience m 
order to qualify us for exiftence. It hence appears that 
the two cafes ftated by Mr. Edwards, as. being entirely 
fimilar, “ andupoma level,” are totally unlike. ‘There- 
fore, until-it can be made out that qualifications for an 
ordinance, and fubfequent duties arifing from it, are the 
fame thing, we muft fet down Mr. Edwards as a 
fophiftical reafoner ! ‘But the whole will be fabmitted, 
argumentum ad judicium, to all whom it may concern.” 

Mr. Edwards next argues againft the general require- 
ment of faith and repentance, from the “ baptiim of 
Jefus Chrift.” He fuppofes as ‘he was no finner, he 
could have no repentance; and fince he needed no fal- 
vation from fin, he could not have the faith of God’s 
elect.” 

Are there any. Chriftians who fuppofe that JefusChritt 
‘was baptized for precifely the fame reafons as thofe 

_ which he has enjoimed the duty upon his people? Or in 
other words, whether his baptif{m fignified the fame 
things which our’s does ? If not, his argument is noth- 
ing tothe purpofe. But let us hear Mr. Edwards’s own 
explanation. ‘ With regard to the ufe of baptifm,” faith 
he, * I confider it in the light of a mean of grace, and I 
‘view it inthe fame way when applied to infants.” ¢p, 
184.) Does Mr. Edwards fuppoic that the-baptifin of 
Chrift was a méan of'grace to'him ? Tf not, it muft 
-certainly-be very different from the baptifm of any 
other perfon. Wedo not'think that Jefus Chrift ftood 
-in need of any fach ‘means 4 grace as infant baptifm. 
‘Hence his not being a fubject of faith and repentance, 
cannot with any fairnefs ‘be urged againft the general 
‘réquiremént of the inftitution, nor ‘be ‘pleaded ‘as an 
exception in behalf of finfal creatures. 


7 
4 


treader will-exenfe my ufiig thife logical terme, whes he revel- 
ledts I am réafoning with a very logical maa, 
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» Mr. Edwards draws his third: argument from the 

falvation-of infants,” Thefevhe prefumes are faved 
andwfaved too ,withoutveither faith or repentance. 

» Wedifpeét he:may find this argument rather unman- 

ageable. It may pofflibly take a greater extent of lati- 

tude, and fpread much wider than he intended. Ifine 

7. fants may be faved without faith or repentance, (the — 

| ia qualifications for baptifm) it muft be plain that all in- 

4 fants may be faved. :If this be an argument in favour 
of the baptifm of fome infants, it will prove equally in 
| favour of the baptifm of all infants, whether their par- 

ents are Chriftians, heathens, or infidels, unlefs the 

poflibility of their falvation be denied. We fee but 

f two ways (to ufe his own mode(t language) to fave his 

“ argument from perdition.” ‘The firft is, to prove that 

| no infants will be faved, but fuch as defcend from be- 

i a lieving parents : or, fecond, to extend his practice of 

ne | baptizing them to all infants, without exception. For 

a: if their right to this ordinance is to be fupported upon 

the poffibility of their falvation, then it cannot depend 
at all on the moral condition of their parents, unlefs their 
faivation depends on that lkewife, which it would be 
abfurd to pretend. We only add, if they may be faved, 
though incapable of the qualifications required by the 
-baptifmial inftitution, we {hould certainly fuppofe their 
baptifm might be alfo omitred, unlefs that be thought 
of more confequence in the article of falvation than faith 
and repentance... 
_ | Mr. Edwards’s. fourth and laft argument to prove 
that the Baptifts reafon fophiftically when they infift on 
»@ profeifion of faith and repentance in order to baptifin, 
sis drawa from the temporal | fubfiftence of infants.” 
endeavours to make out)that our argument goes to 
prove, that infants ought to be left to {tarve to death. 
_#iis reafoning is founded on Paul’s words to the ‘Thef- 
falonians: We commanded you, faith the apoftle, if any 
would. not work, neither fhould be eat. 
ge Qur argument, as {tated by Mr. Edwards, is, | that 
the fcriptures require: faith and. repentance as requi-— 
fite to baptifm ; but as infants cannot have thefe, they 
‘are not proper dubjects.” This argument fuppofes, that 


APPENDIX. 229 


as infants cannot exhibit the feriptural qualifications, 
they are not to blame ; neither are they injured in our 


view in not being admitted to baptifm. But the cafe of 


the wilful idler is every way different. He is fuppofed 
to poffefs fufficient ability to obtain the comfortable 
means of fubfiftence, but by a criminal negligence be- 
comes chargeable to the church. It is wonderful to 
fee what this doctrine of analogy can do! It can make 
fubjeéts the moft antipodal, appear to ftand in perfect 
harmony ; and fuch as in their nature are every way 
unlike, to be perfectly analogous. 

By.the preceding animadverfions it will be feen that 
Me. Edwards’s four arguments, when weighed in an 
even balance, are found wanting. It needs only to 
remove their extraneous parts, and they ar at once 
wholly irrelevant to the fubject. Theargaumem which 
he oppofes does not of itfelf prove againft the truth, aor 
has any unfriendly afpect but what it derrves from 

his torturing hand. 
His next attempt is to hhow wherein the fakaty of this 
argument confifts. This, he informs his readers, is by 
our placing 
in the conclufion.” Bat the reader muft not forget 
that he ftated the premifes, and made the conciufion to 
-fuit himfelf. But, wherein do they difagree? The 
Baptifts, he fays, place aduits in the premifes, and 
jn the conclufion, This is not true. ‘The Baptifts 
thake the premifes general, and the conclafion general. 

But let us inquire whether Mr. Edwards does not, 
by his own ftatement, get more in his conclufion from 
circumcifion than:can be found in the premifes. His 
argument runs thus :-—The male infants of Abraham and 
his pofterity, were 
cumcifed. is his conclufion Therefore the in- 
fants of fuch as belong to the Chriftian church, both 
thales and females, ate to be baptized. Has Mr. Edwards 
here got no more in his conclufion than is found in ‘his 
premifes ? « O fhame, where is thy bluth !” 

We will now meet Mr. Edwards upon his ergumen- 
tum: ad hominem, and fee what the refult will be. 
“ Now, faith he, to make the argument of the Baptifts 


‘one thing in the premifes, and another — 


by God’s command be cir- 
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confiftent, we muft place infants in the premifes as 
well.as in the concluiion, and the argument will ftand 
thus :—The {criptures require faith and repentance of 
infants in order to baptifm ; but infants have not faith, 
&c. therefore infants are not to be baptized.” 
We will now try his argument. Mr. Edwards fuf- 
tains the plea in favour of the baptifin of infants both 
male and feinale, from the covenant of circunicilion ; 
TT but by that covenant no female infant was adnutted to 
a circumcifion ; therefore no female infant mult be ad- 
mitted to baptifm. 
| Again, ‘infants, in order to vifible memberthip, 
| _were the fubjects of a religious rite ;”* for “ circuincif- 
‘a ton was a religious rite ;” but female infants were not 


* 


eed - the fubjeéts of that religious rite, therefore female in- 
| fants were not admitted to memberfhip in the viiible 
church, 

| ) .. Thus we fee, that Mr. Edwards’s logic will prove his 
. own arguments falfe, and exclude female infants both 


| 


from baptifin and from vifible memberfhip in the 
~church, It is im>offible to fupport the claim of female 
-infants to baptifm upen the covenant of circumcifion, 
‘without getting more into ‘the conclufion than can be 
found inthe premifes. This may not be ftigmatized as 
‘a glaring fophifin” in a Pedobaptift ; but it will be 
remembered what Mr. Edwards has faid of it with re 
fpect to the Baptitts. | | 
We will now fpend a few minutes in examining Mr. 
-Edwards’s arguraents on the fide of infant baptifm.” 
*‘ Infant baptifm, faith he; is to be proved in the 
fame way as female communion ;” :. ¢. by “ inference 
jand analogy.” Well, go on, Mr. Edwards, and make 


_-knowledged by the Baptifts themfelves, that infaits 
‘were at an early period conftituted members of the 
-church of God.” This, Sir, is about half true. No 
well informed -Baptift,could admit it in this unqualified 
fenfe ; for it: fuppofes that infants, females as well as 
males, without limitation. were admitted: this. wants 
proof, But »proceeds: “In the next place, I fhall pro- 

* Candid Reafons, p. 39. 


-your fiatement. In the firft place, it is a fact ac- 


‘ 
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duce proof, that they have a right to be fo now 3 and 
that the conftitution of God by which they were made 
members, has not been altered to this day.” Should you 
fucceed, Sir, in this attempt, thefe confequences will in- 
evitably follow. 3. That circumcifion is ftill in force 5 
or, that the conftitution of God, which exprefsly en- 
joined circumcifion, has been altered 5 and altered too 
by divine authority, fo as to admit of baptifm in its 
room. 2. If this conftitution remains unaltered, female 
infants have no place in it: for they were neither nam- 
ed nor included in that rite by which you tell us infants 
were admitted to “ vifible memberihip.” (p. 39.) Have 
you got through with your ftatement, Sir ? Not wholly. 
Then pleafe to proceed. In the laft place, I fhall 
lay down this dilemma, which will conclude the whole- 
bufinefs ; namely :—As infants, by a divine una/lterat’e 
conflitution, have a right to be received as church mem- 
bers, they muft be received either with baptifm or 
without it. If they are not to be received without: 
baptiim, then the confequence is, that they muft be: 
baptized, becaufe they muft be received.” Infants mult 
be received, and therefore muft be baptized, and they: 
muft be baptized beczufe they muft be received. ‘The 
potency of this reafontng no man will dare to difpute. 

This dilemma viewed at a diftance, has, to be fure, a 
frightful afpect ; but upon a nearer infpettion, its for- 
midable appearance vanifhes away. ‘Che fum of it is 
this, Zhat if infants have a right by the divine inflituticn to 
memberfaip in the Chrifian church, then they muft be ad- 
mitted according to that infli‘ution. 

If Mr. Edwards, by this unalterable conftitution, means 
the covenant of circumcifion, as he moft certainly does, 
we wiih to know whether female infants were admitted 
to memberfhip by any religious rite, agreeably to that 
conftitution If fo, what was that rite? If that conflit tt 
tion {aid nothing about female infants, and it was in its 
nature unalterable, we with to be informed how the 
came by the right they now enjoy in the Chriftian 
church. I am afraid after all, Sir, your argument will 
prove: fatal to the memberthip of thefe poor little fe- 
male infants { Do,Sir,have ‘a little conipaffion ‘on them, 
and try fome way or other to provide for their mem- 
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berfhip. It will be in vain, however, to tell us that in 
the inftitution of the gofpel church there is neither male 
nor female, that they are all one in Chrift Fefus. This is 
not the unalterable conftitution on which you defend 
their right. And it is true only of fuch asare believers, 
fuch as are the children of God by faith in Chrif? Fefus ;* 
not fuch as are his merely by circumcifion or bapti{m. 
‘Thefe infants, if they are any way interefted in Chrift’s 
falvation, have no faith, by your own acknowledgment ; 
for you have fuppofed them incapable of it. 

In this firft argument, Mr. Edwards fuppofes he has 
eftablithed the right of infant memberfhip in the Céri/- 
tian church. But the utmoft that can be fairly deduced 
from his arguing is, that male infants were admitted by 
divine appointment to memberfhip in the Few church, 
‘Two points, which are all-important, yea, which are the 
very fine.qua non to fupport his fchetme, he has left to- 
tally without proof, viz. That the Jewifh and Chriftian 
churches are the fame ; and that female infants were 


almitted to memberfhip by divine appointment. If ie 


Mr. Edwards has proved any thing more than I have 
allowed him, I have not yet been able to difcern it. 
The refult which he has formed upon his own argu- 
ment, will fhow us what he fuppofes he has done, and 
what courfe he means to take in future.  Thefe two 
parts of the propofition, faith he, being evinced ; name 
ly, 1.'The church memberfhip of infants ; and, 2 
Their admiffion to it bya religious rite; the whole 
propofition which I undertake to maintain, and to lay 
as the ground-work from which to conclude the bap- 
tifm of infants, is this,—God has conftituted in his 
church the memberfhip of infants, and has admitted 
them to it by a religious rite.”+ 

The reader will here fee the Grounp-work of izfant 
baptifm ! that it. is: placed at the diftance of near two 
thoufand:years from the gofpel difpenfation ! that 
does not look to that for its: fupport, but depends 
tirely, upon the wnalterable confiitution of the Jewith 
¢hurch. 
_ {From this data Mr. Edwards proceeds to his fecond 
argument, as follows: The church member of infants 


* Gal. iii, 26, 08. Page 43.” 
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qvas never fet afide by God of man ; but continues in force, 
under the fanétion of God; to the prefent 
In fupport of this argument, he reafons thus: “ Ev- 


ery one’ knows; that what was once done, and never 


undone, muft. of courfe remain the fame: And'that 
what was once granted, and never revoked, muft needs 
continue as a. grant.” (p. #5.) «That whatever God 
has eftablifhed thould-be fuppofed to continue, though 
we could bring #o proof! of its: continuarice, unlefs we 
are plainly: told, that .He’ has ordered it otherwife.” It 
would not'do, I fuppofe, inthis inftance, Mr. Edwards, 
to difprove its continuance’ by “' analogy” or infer- 
ence !” Nothing but being * plainly tofd;” can be'ad- 
mitted in this‘ cafe. | 

To fave us the trouble, however, of proving that this 

t is vacated, Mr. Edwards has generoufly volun- 
teered his fervices'to prove that’it is not. ‘This proof 
will now be examined. ‘ There was, fays he, only one 
point of time, im which it is even fuppofed the church 
memberfhip of infants was fet afide ; arid that was 
when the Gentiles were taken into a vifible’ church 
ftate.” 

Here Mr. Edwards is‘thought to have tumbled upon 
the very threfhold. He has taken for granted, what 
cannot be admitted without the moft clear and une- 
quivocal proof; that is, that the apéfiles’ and difci- 
ples of Jefus, with their Mafter at their head, did not 
conftitute’ a: new chursh, purely upon gofpel principles, 
but that they were incorporated with the old Jewith 
church, and condti¢ted in all things agreeably to’ its 
tinalterable confiitution. Nothing in our view can be 
farther fromthe truth than this fentiment: 
condemned by all the’ fatts‘recorded ini the New Teftac 
ment, But’ having’ treated this fubje€t more’ at large 
int a-preeeding’ part of this work, the reader’ is referred 
to’ thtat’ for proof of what is here afferted.* It is fuffie 
cient to fay; If'Chrift, with more than feventy difl 
ciples, aéting’ his auttiority; totally’ independent of 
the Jewihh church andlits leaders, did not conftitute the 
Chriftian- church, we‘can' Wave no idea‘of its exiftence 
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at any other period. To fay that Chrift and his difci. 


ples were united as members of that old church ever 
after Jefus commenced his public miniftry, and called 
thefe difciples to follow him as their head and leader, 
would be to contradict the whole hiftory of fatts re. 
corded by the Evangelifts. 

Mr. Edwards fuppofes the ‘ moft carnal Jew that 
ever fat in the regions of darknefs could not givea 
more frigid account of circumcifion than Mr. Booth 
has done.” It is believed he would be puzzled to find 
a Jew, either in the regions of darknefs or light, when 
Chrift was upoa earth, or at any period fince, who 
would acknowledge with him that the Jewifh and 
Chriftian churches are the fame. No; they know 
that they and their fathers hated and oppofed Jetus of 
Nazareth and his doétrine ; that -they perfecuted him 
and his followers. . Yet Mr. Edwards tells us, that « the 
firft Gentiles of whofe calling we read are faid to have 
been added to the church ; but there was no church 
exifting to which they could be added, but the anciens 
Fewifh church, of which all the apoftles and diiciples of 
our Lord were members.” Is there another man upon 
earth that can believe this ? that can entertain fuch a 
degrading thought of Jefus and his.difciples, as not to 
acknowledge them to be the true gofpel church ? We 
know that the Jewifh priefts and people difowned them, 
and treated them as the enemies of their church; but 
who would have ever thought that a man, profefling to 
be a Chriftian minifter, could be fo attached to the old 
Jewith fyftem, as to deny Chrift and his difciples the 
honour of compofing and conftituting the new Cdri/tian 
church ! Let every petfon who can read the New Tel- 
tament, read it carefully and prayerfully, and fee if he 
can find a fingle hint in, the whole account, that ever 
the apoftles and difciples of Jefus were in any fenfe 
connected with that church, after they became the fol- 
lowers of Chrift.. .Mr. Edwards fays, thefe  apottles 
and ‘difciples,. were, members of the. ancient, Jewifh 
church.” The evangelift John fays, Zhe Jews had 
agreed already, that if any man did confe/s that he, was the 
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Chrift, he fhould be put out of the Did not the 
apoftles and difciples confefs Chrift openly P Or did 
they diffemble, and fo keep their place in the Jewith 
church ? We leave the dilemma to Mr. Edwards and 
his friends. i 

Will the apofiles of Jefus thank Mr. Edwards for 
affociating them with his deadly enemies Or im- 
plicitly charging them with the duplicity of the Phari- 
fevs, who are faid to believe on him, but who loved the 
praifé of men more than the praife of God, and there- 
fore did not confefs him openly ? The Jews were fo 
far from acknowledging Chrift and his followers as be- 
ing members of their church, that they exultingly told 
the man whom Jefus had reftored to his fight, Ze art 
his difciple, but we are Mofes? difciples. We know that 
God fpake unto Mofes : as for this fellow, we know not from 
whence he is. 
~ Tt would not -help Mr. Edwards’s argument to fay, 
that the Jewifh church now confifted of fuch only as 
embraced Chrift and his doctrine. This would but 
deceive his readers ; for this was not the Jewifh, but 
the gofpel church. This was compofed of converts from 
Judaifin to Chriftianity. But if Judaifm and Chriftianity 
are the fame, it would be nonfenfe to talk of being 
converted from one to the other. Fora Jew to be- 
come a Chriftian, a much greater alteration was necet- 
fary than merely to change his “ clothing” and « di- 
et ;” (p. 46, 48) his heart muft be changed, or he 
would be no better than a Judas. 

For Mr. Edwards therefore to prove that male in- 
fants had a right to memberfhip in the Jewifh church, 
is proving what nobody denies ; and will afford no 
fupport to his argumens, unlefs it can be proved, that 
the two churches are one and the fame. ‘This he has 
indeed afferted, but has given no fufficient proof of it. 
Nor will any man who is inquiring after truth be fatif- 
fied by having it proved, that there were fome points 
of agreement ; fome wae between the two churches. 
It muft be proved, that Chrift and his difciples did 
actually unite with the old Jewith church, and became 


John ix. 22. John iz. 28, 29. 
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one with that body, or elfe his argument wwill prove 
nothing to the point in difpute. 

Nor will it help his caufe to fay, « that the right of 
infants in that church was never fet alide either by God 
or man.” ‘The queftion is not, whether infants were 
admitted to the Jewish church, but whether Chrift has 
inftituted the memberfhip of infants in the gofpel 
thurch. J.et this be proved, and the difpute will be 
at an end. 

Mr. Edwards feems willing to let go every body and 
every thing which belonged to that church, but the 
imemberfhip of infants. ‘He acknowledges that the 
great body of that * church were, upon the whole, the 
deadly enemies of Chrift and his doétrine ;” that 
*‘ feyeral inilicutions did ceafe, and fome new ones were 
ordained,” but his darling point was not affected. (p. 


46,62.) How wonderful it is, that in this general & 


wreck, he fhould be fo fortunate as to fave the mem- 


berfhip of infants. Not only so fecure it in its ancient 
form, but to extend it to females as well as males. He © 
had indeed anticipated this difficulty, in carrying for- | 


ward his famenefs of memberthip. But what are the 
greateft mountains .before fuch a Zerubbabel ? They 
are at once levelled to a plain. He acknowledges ,that 
women, (the antithefis required him to have faid, fee 
male infants) were not adinitted into the Jewith church 
by any mitiating rite, and concludes, * that whereas 
the church ftate among the Jews included males both 
adult and infant, fo to the Gentile church, together 
with thele, there is, by the expre/s order of Gad, the {uper- 
addition of females.” But pray, fir, does this expres 
erder of God anclude female :infants ? Or .dges jt 
clude nly believing women? Jfthere be any “ ex- 
prefs order of God” refpecting female infants in the 
New Teftament, do, in your great wifdam, he fo gaod as 
to point us toit. If Mr. Edwards knows of any expre/s 
order of God, he can have no difficulty in prefenting 
to our complete conviction. 

We know that ,believing-qamen are exprefsly men- 
tioned ; but this, does nothing to eftablifh his argument. 
It is faid of the'Samaritans, that when they believed Philp 
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preaching the things concerning the kingdom of God, and the 
naine of Fefus Chrift, they were baptized both men and 
«omen. Here we have exprefs mention of women, but 
not of children. 
lt will appear, no doubt, to the candid reader, that to 
rove the exiftence of any right under the Jewifh 
difpenfation, is mot to’ prove the exiftence of the 
fame right under the gofpel difpenfation ; the qualifi- 
cations for memberfhip under the latter, being fo very 
different from thofe required by the former, that no 
plea of right can be argued from one to the other. It 
might as well be argued, that becaufe a {mall borough 
in the county of Cornwall in England has a right to 
fend amember.to the Britifh parliament, therefore a 
town containing the fame number of inhabitants in 
Maffachufetts has a right to fend a member to Con- 
refs, | 
, We will now proceed to Mr. Edwards’s proof that 
the memberthip of infants was carried forward into 
the Gentile church. His’ firft argument is taken from 
Matt. xxi. 43. Therefore fay I unto you, that the 
kingdom of God fhall be taken from you, and given to 
a nation bringing forth the fruits thereof.” The quef- 
tion here is, what was taken from the Jews, and what 
was given to the Gentiles ? Was it the old Jewith 
church privileges ? or, was it the gofpel difpenfation, at 
' which Chrift called the kingdom of God ? What did 
John mean when he thus addreffed the Jews who at- M 
tended his miniftry, Repent, for the kingdom of God is at 
hand ? Did he mean that the Jewifh church ftate was. 
at hand ? This would agree with Mr. Edwards’s defi- 
nition. Mut it not be manifeft to every candid mind 
that he meant the gofpel difpenfation, containing the 
{piritual kingdom of Chrift ? | | 
It may be afkéd how this could be taken from them, 
unlefs they firft had it. We anfwer, this kingdom was 
among them, although it did not come by obfervation. 
The gofpel with all its privileges was firft publifhed to 
the Jews, And notwithftanding they had delivered 
Chrift to be crucified, yet he commanded his difciples, 
\ 
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alter he rofe from the dead, to preach repentance an 
remiffion of fjns to all nations, deginning at Ferufalem. 
Here they began; and on the day of -pentecoft 
three thoufand fouls were converted, and added to the 
church. We appeal to the confcientious, (and we be- 
lieve there are many fuch among the Pwdabaptitts,) 
whether the church here mentioned was the old Jew- 
ifh church, or the body of believers which had been 
colleéted under the perfonal miniftry of Chrift ? The 
latter muft be admitted ; nor can we think there would 
be a diflenting voice. But to admit this, would ruin 
Mr. Edwards’s whole plan. For he has no other fup- 
port for the memberihip of infants but what is de- 
rived from the union of thefe two churches. 
The reader will now look at his explanation. ‘ The 
taking of the kingdom, faith he, from the Jews and 
giving it to the Gentiles, denotes ; 1. ‘The ceafing of a 
regular church ftate among the Jews. And this ac- 


grees loft the name of Jew, in that of Chriftian:” (p. 
47:) This account looks pretty plaufible ; but it has 


almoft every point with -matter of fact ; for inftead oi 
the deftrugtion and difperfion of the Jews.at the fetting 


difperfed and f{cattered abroad by the perfecution of the 
Jews.* Thofe who did not receive the Lord Jefps 
Chrift,” at this time, and for many years after, remained 
in the fame church order as before the appearance 0 

Chrift. Nor is jt fa&,-that the name of Zew was loft 
in that of Chriffian. ‘That name and that church ftill 
continued for pearly thirty years after the DisciPLEs 
were firft called Curistians at Antioch. 

It would feem by this confufed ftatement which Mr. 


one very effential defect. It happens to difagree in — 


up of the gofpel church, it was the Chriftians that were — 


tually took place, by the deftruction of fome, and the © 
difperfion of others who did not receive the Lord Jefus 7 
Chrift as the fent of God; while thofe who did receive © 
him were at length removed fram Judea, and by de- | 


Fdwards has made, that the change from Jyudaifin {0 | 
Chriftiqnity was yery gradual ; that it nearly forty | 
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wears to bring it about. That the Chriftians were 
united with the Jews all the time until their difperfion. 
(p. 47.) Nor was the change, according to him, of any 
confequence when it had taken. place. de confilted prin- 
cipally in the abolition of a few Jewith rites, and the 
adoption of others in their room, both meaning the 
fame thing : “for rituals are to a.church, .as diet and 
ornaments are to aman.” (p. 48.) ‘Thefe do not effen-- 
tially alter him. 
Mr. Edwards.argues fecondly from Rom. x1..23, 24. 
from the breaking off of the Jews from the olive tree ; 
and the grafting in of the Gentiles. His explanatiqn 
of this figurative paflage is as follows. ‘1. The olive 
tree is to denote a vifible church ftate. 2. The Jews. 
are faid to be natural branches, becaufe they defcended 
from Abraham, to whom the promife was made : J quill 
bea God to thee, and to thy feed. 3. Lhe Gentiles were- 
brought into the fame church jtate from which the Jews 
were broken off,” &c. ‘ 
Upon the above we obferve—If the breaking off of 
the Jews from the olive tree denoted the diffolution of 
their chyrch ftate, then the facts will not correfpond 
with each other ; for the Gentiles were grafted into. 
the Chriftian church Jong before the yifibility of the 
Jewith chusch ceafed. 
The perfecution and martyrdom,of Stephen, appears to 
have taken place the fame, or the year following the.crp- 
cifixion ofourLord. On this.penfecution it is faid the 
church was all {cattered abroad, excepting the apoftles. 
“Was this the old Jewith chprch that was perfecuted 
If fo, we afk who perfecuted them? -Did ,the few 
Chriftians perfecyte the whole Jewith church and f{eat- 
terthem ? What,abfurdities follaw upon admitting the 
arguments of our-opponents. This perfecution was over= 
ruled for the fpread of the gofpel among the Gentiles. 
Philip went. down to Samaria. Saul was converted 
at Damaf{cys and began to preach 5 and not.long after 
there was a-church planted at Antioch in Syria. From 
this, Paul. and Barnabas were fent into Aga Minar. 
Haze they found dome of their. countrymen, and,en- 
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deavoured to convince them that Jefus was the Meffiah. 
Some believed, but the greater part oppofed and blaf- 
phemed. hen Paul and Barnabas waxed beld and 
faid, It was neceffary that the werd of God fhauld firf have 
been fpoken to you ; but feeing ye put it from you, and judge 
gourfelves unworthy of everlafting life, lo, we turr to the 
Gentiles ; for fo hath the Lord commanded us.* In this way 
it appears, that the kingdom of God was taken from 
the Jews and given to the Gentiles. 

Upon the olive tree Mr. Edwards obferves, « 3. 
The Gentiles were brought into the fame church ftate 
from which the Jews were broken off.” ‘The obje¢t of 
this ftatement is eafily difcerned. It is made, no doubt, 
to fave the memberfhip of infants. He has no diffcui- 
ty in admitting that this fame church fate is altered in 
almoft every thing elfe. But the memberfhip of in- 


~fants muft be retained, *“ although we have no proof of BS 


its continuance, unlefs we are plainly told to the con- 


trary.” But this whole ftatement appears to be erro. 


neous. 

If the geod “ olive tree is to denote a vifible church 
ftate,” the wild olive tree muft denote the fame. 
The antithefis certainly requires this conftru@tion. But 
was there any thing among the Gentiles at this time 
which might be called a church ftate ? We can form 
no fuchidea. ‘The Gentiles were confidered as branch- 
es of one tree before believing, and of another after. 
Thefe two trees are both called o/ives, and diftinguifhed 
only by their qualities ; the one a good, the other a 
wild olive. By the good olive tree, therefore, we rather 
think Chrift himfelf is intended. If fo, it may be 
afked, how can it be faid, that the unbelieving Jews 
were branches, (as they muft have been in fome fenfe) 
or me could not be broken of ? We anfwer, ‘They 
were fo confidered, in.confequence of their vifible pro- 
feffion. Asa nation, they profeffed to be his people. 
The believing fpiritual alt continued in Chrift ; 
‘and were, under his immediate dire¢tion, formed into a 


fpiritual church in vifible gofpel order, and the unbe- 


Keving branches cut off'and'rejected. ‘This reprefenta- 


* A&s xiii. 46, 47. 


| 
i} 
I 
| 
| | 
| 
| 
é 
| 


APPENDIX. 


tion agrees with (Chrift’s own words in the fifteenth 
chapter of John. Jam, faith he, the true vine 5 my 
Kuther is the kufeaniman.' Every branch in me that \bear- 
eth not fruit he taketh away ; and every branch that dear 
th fruit, be purgeth it, that it may bring forth mor. fruit. 

Here are two kinds of branches,-and ‘both faid to be 
in-Chrift ; one barren, the other fruitful. The fruit- 
lefs branches were in him only by profeffion; the 
fruitful branches were united to him by .a living faith 
and onenefs of nature. 

By the wild olive tree, we think the apoftle meant to 
reprefent Adam, as-the original ftock from whence all 
the human family fprang ; and all who are not by the 
Spirit of God grafted into Chrift the true olive, full 
fiand in this-wild.or natural ftock. 

Chrift is the root, which fupplies the. branches with 
all. the real holinefs they poffefs. From him,each living 
member will forever draw fap and nouriiliment. Whe 
apoftles were the yirf fruits of Chrift’s perfonal.miniftry ; 
they were made oly by virtue of their union with him. 
If the firft fruits, faith the apoftle, be holy, the lump.alfa 
auill be holy As the firft fruits were ,accounted 
pledge of the future harveft, fo were thefe firft converts 
confidered as a fample of the church, which fhould ibe 
gathered under the miniftry of the word. But to con- 
fider Abraham as the root, as many do, isto place the 
branches upon a very incompetent ftock. Good man-! 
all the real holinefs he ever had, was derived .from him 
who is the Roorr anp Orrsprinc of David : nor could 
he.communicate the fmalleft degree of that to his paf- 
terity. Abraham, like the wife virgins, had.no.ojl to 
impart. 

dt was unbelief that firit procured the excifian.of the 
Jewifh branches. This was the caufle ef the gofpelis 
being taken from them, and givento a nation bringing 
forth the fruits thereof. The Gentiles individually 
ftanqd:in ‘this olive tree by faith. An unbelieving Gen- 
tile-can no more ftand in the olive than an 
unbelieving Jew. And.they alfa, if they abide notfill inne 
belief, foall be grafted in : for.Ged 
egain, At hence follows, that neither Jew.nor Gentile 
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a have any union with the good olive tree, but by 
ith. iy! 

‘Iffome unbelievers were broken off, no reafon can be 
affigned why any fhould be retained. If none were re- 
tained but real believers (which we have every rcafon 
to fuppofe was the 'eafe) then infants were not retained, 
as they are not believers, by Mr. Edwards’s own con- 
ceffion. Al}! his arguing therefore from this paflage 
will be of no avail, unleis he can prove, that notwith- 
ftanding fome unbelievers were broken off, yet ftilla 
vaft proportion. were retained. ‘The idea is almoft too 
abiurd to exift, even in fuppofition. ‘The reflecting 
reader will here afk, Did not infants and minors make 
a large proportion of Jewifh branches which were 
broken off ? Is it not faid exprefsly, that the Gentiles 
who are grafted in, fand by faith ? But Gentile infants 
have no faith: how then do they ftand in this good 
olive tree ? 

_ It is worthy of obfervation, that the Gentiles are faid 
tobe grafted in contrary to nature. It is fo, in almoft every 
fenfe. ‘The whole of religion is contrary to our de- 
praved natures ; but more efpecially in the following 
things. I. We never graft afcion but upon the prin- 
ciple of its being better than the ftock into which it 1s 
fet. 2. The {cion, though grafted into another ftock, 
and nourifhed by it, ftill retains its own nature, and 
bears itsown fruit. 3. A bafe ftock is rendered valu- 
able, in confequence of the good fruit produced by the 
engrafted part. But in grafting in the Gentiles, all 1s 
reverfed. ‘They are not chofen on account of their own 
excellency, but on Chrift’s account. By being grafted 
into this holy ftock; their nature is fo changed, that 
they bring forth the fruits of holinefs. They add noth- 
ing to the effential value of the ftock into which they 
are grafted, but receive all their real excellence from it. 

Before we difinifs this argument it may be proper to 
anfwer one or two objections 1. If Chrift be intended 
by the olive tree, why does the apoftle call the unbe- 


lreving Jews, who could have no real intereft in him, 


natural branches? Anfwer: Thefe Jews had no real 
umtereft in him ; but as they profefied to be his people, 
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or even by families, including a few believers, and many 


faid in this epiftle. _The penitent Jews will undoubted- 
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they were confidered as natural branches 5 that is, it 
was much more natural to fuppofe, that the Jews who 
had the oracles of God committed to them, and confe- 
quently were better informed refpeéting the Meffiah, 
fhould believe on him, than the idolatrous Gentiles, who 
hadnot thefe advantages. 2. If Chrift be intended bythis 
figure, why does the apoftle, {peaking of the Jews, call 
him their own olive.tree ? Aniwer: He was their own, 
as it refpected his human nature. He defcended from 
the ftock of Abraham, and was a Branch which [prang 


from the ficm of Feffe. In this fenfe he was * bone of 


their bone, and fleth of their flefh.” Hence Pilate 
when addreffing him called the Jews his own nation. 
‘+s Thine own nation and the chief priefts have delivered 
thee to me” This mode of expreflion is frequently 
made ufe of by Chriftians when praying for the con- 
verfion of the Jews, ** ‘That they may embrace their own 
Meiiiah.” In this fenfe it is faid, He came to dis own 
and: his cwn received him not. 'Yhete, notwithitandin 
their profeflion, were not his own in any faving fenfe ; 
they were not the children of God. Jf God were your 
Lather, {aid Jetus, ye would love me ; for I proceeded’ forth 
and came from God. ‘Lhefe were not fpiritual, but 
ral branches only. | 

Every believing Gentile has great reafon to be hum- 
bled under a fenfe of the divine goodneds. It would 
illy become them to boaft againft the Jewifh branches; 
and fhould they, they would neither bear nor fuftain the 
root, but the root them. | | 

One obfervation fhall clofe our remarks on this ar- 
gument of Mr. Edwards. It isthis: If the Jews were 
broken off becaufe of unbelief, it is perfectly inconfiftent 
to fuppofe that they will ever be grafted in again while 
remaining in the fame ftate. Therefore no {uppofition- 
can be admitted, that their engrafture will be national ; 


unbelievers. Such fentiment can neither be fupport- 
ed by reafon, nor by. any thing which the. apoftle has 


ly come as individuals, as all others do who embrace the 
Saviour. For religion is at all times perfonal ; no one 
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cari‘ believe for atiother, any more’ than’ they can be fh. 
vet! for another. But when the Chriftian church thy] 
travail in birth for this: dear neglected people, we may 
hope’ that many fpirittal children will be’ born ations 
them: But even then it may be afked, Shall the carth b, 
made ty bring forth in a-day? Or fball a‘ nation’ be born at — 
once? Tfat. Ixvic 8. 
Mr. Edwards argues, thirdly, from Rom: xi: 17. “And 
iffome of the branches be broken off,” &c. This text 
We endevours' to render fubfervient to a number of 
ebriclufions drawn’ from his’ preceding argument. The 
Whole ftrenpth, therefore, of whiat is faid under this 
‘Head, is predicated upon that. Hence, if we have inval- 
idated’ Kis arguments’ under that head, his conclufiors 
urider' this will fall of courfe: | 
The entire force of thefe arguments taken together, | 
fefts'upon this abfurd and falfe hypothefis, namely, that 
while the great body of the Jewifh church, including | 
adults arid infants, was broken off, fome believing adults, — 
together with\ their unbelieving offspring, were contin- | 
wed. But this is taking for granted the very point in | 
diipute; whieh is, whether any unbelievers, either 
adults-or infants, ftill retained their ftanding in the good 
olive tree; or were admitted, as fuch, to the privilege: [7 
of the Chiriftian church. The account! which we have 7 
already’ given in this work* of the gathering of the firt | 
‘Chriftian cliurch, muft, we think, convince every uw | 
prejudiced mind, tliat it was compofediof individual be 
lievers only. ‘The falfity of Mr. Edwards's argaments 
will’ be fully perceived’ by all who take the pains to com 
pare them with the facts: recorded in the New Teftt |© 
tent. He has {tated hie conclufion as follows: “ The 
‘pent’ informs’ us; that fome of the branches were broken | 
Off; and if only: fome, then not all, and that remnattt 
continuing in their former flate conftituted tie ftill exif 


| 


ing church of God.” (p. 54.) It here needs only 
ri what is ‘falfe; and this- concluffon lofes all its 
Force 


againgt tlie’ Baptifts; Te faHfehood’ lies in this | 
of the feritence ; And that remnant continuing 


their former flate,” 8c. By their’ forduer flate is meat 


* See SeQ, III, 
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that they continued fome of all defcriptions believers 
and unbelievers, parents, children, and fervants bought 
with money ; for this was their former ftate, yea, their 
primitive ftate. ‘This we have denied, and think we 
have proved it untrue. We fhall maintain this ground 
until proof is made out that fome were retained in the 
good olive tree befides believers. This fentiment is the 
very ground work of his fcheme. It runs through and 
forms the centre of all his arguments. [lence the re- 
moval of this, unhinges his whole plan. 

We proceed to Mr. Edwards’s fourth argument, 
founded on Eph. ii. 14. ‘ For he is our peace, who 
hath made both one, and hath broken down the mid- 
dle wall of partition between us.” 

From this paflage, he informs his readers, the fame 
conclufions muft be drawn as from the preceding. 

1, That the Jewifh church continued as before, 
and was not diffolved at the calling of the Gentiles.” 
This may be true ; but what is this to the argument ? 
‘The papal church continued as before, and was not dif- 
folved at the fetting up of the proteftant church. ‘Thefe 
Gentile converts had no more to do with the old Jew- 
ifh church, than we have with the church of Rome. 

2. ‘That the Gentiles were not formed into a new 
church, becaufe the breaking down of a partition united 
them to the Jewith church, and made them one.” 

That the Gentiles were not formed into a new church 
is true. But it is not true, if we can underftand the 
Bible, that they were united to the old Jewith church ; 
nor to any other which bore the name of a Jewith 
church; but to the difciples of Chrift, or Chriftian 
church. ‘This was indeed formed of believing Jews, 
but of fuch only as feparated from the old Jewith 
church. Mr. Edwards adds, 

3. « That infants were in actual memberthip in that 
church to which the Gentiles were united.” No, Mr, 
Edwards, this cannot be admitted. Your conclufion is 
built on falfe premifes. You adduce it from this poftu- 
latum, That a part'of'the old Jewith church, confifting 
of believers and unbelievers, conftituted that body to 
which the Gentile converts wereadded. ‘This, it is be- 
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dieved,-has no foundation im truth, and can be fupported 
‘only by. your fophiftical reafoning. 
"Phe union between: Jews and Gentiles, fpoken of in 
this text, was not between them generally, but only be- 
tween believers. The Jewith church ftood as far aloof 
the Gentiles | 
Mr. Edwards duly confidered the verfe follow. 
ing that from which he-has drawn the above inference: 
admitted the complete fenfe of the laft claufe, 
it would have faved’ him, in all. probability, one half 
of his book. We will here add jit, fo that the reader 
amhay compare it with his remarks. Having, faith the 
-spoftle, abelifbed in his flefh the enmity, even the law of com 
mandments contained in ordinances, to make in bimfdf 
af twain ONR NEW MAN, fo miaking peace. Here the 
apoftle informs. us, that in order to effect this union, 
the law .of ceremonial, ordinances! which characterized 
‘the Jewifh church ftate, and whiich) was the occafion of 
\perpetual eninity between them and the Gentiles, was 
-abolithed in the flefh of Chrift.. Circumcifion was 
“principal caufe of this enmity.“ The Jews reproached 
-and hated the Gentiles, as being uncircumcifed. The. 
Gentiles defpifed the Jews for being circumcifed.”* 2% 
~The: text, fhows us where they were united, namely, 
Lbimfelf thatis, in Chrift. There never has been, any 
real union between. Jews and Gentiles but .in Jel 
4. Phe text alfo fhows us the. great end md 
defign: of their FOR, TO MAKE OF 
ONS: NEW MAN. y this. mew man, the Chrifiao 
«church. 1$,undoubtedly intended.. No other fair com 
conceive, can ‘be put upon the words 
Doesthis language corref| with the fentiment 
mag believe the old Jewih 
church was intended That what the apoftle calls 
mnan,was not really fo; but only the old one a little 
his >. Ornaments and. diet,’ but 
mdentically fame Is it ‘not. plain, that by 
- . us, 
New Chritien church, compoled 
_ Jews end ;Gensiles For in Chrif 
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Fefus, ‘there is neither’ Few nor Greek ; but all believers 
are one in him. hence appears, that the apoftle wis 
very far from the feheme which Mri Edwards advocates. 
He appears not to have entertained'the moft diftant 
idea, that the Chriftian’ church (when compared with 
the Jewith) was the “fame man with’ only “his * clothes 
changed,” but a new man; created in Chrift to good 
works.’ The reader will now judge, whether the love 
of hypothefis has not carried the Author of “ Candid 
Reafons,” wide of the trath. 
In the’ conclufion ‘which ‘Mr. Edwards draws from 
the preceding arguments, he makes this remark—* If a 
law could be found in the New Teftament to repeal 
that which had been eftablifhed in the Old, I grant 
freely, that all ‘that has been faid on the ‘four patlages 
feripture, would fignify nothing.” (p. 58.) ‘Theonly 
queftion of importance here‘is this 5 Is that law, which, 
by the ftatement of ‘this writer, gave infants a vifible 
ftanding in the church, repealed in the New Teftament, 
is it fill force Was there any law prior to, or 
independent of the law’ of cirtwmeifion; which 'gavd 
them this right fo, let ie be pointed out. If in- 
fants had a right to memberthip independent of circun- 
Cifion, it would have'continued; whether they’ were cir- 
cumcifed or not, If their right refted' wholly upon cir- 
eumcertfion, then it niuft ftand or fall with? thar 
_ tion. A right which depends ona particular law, van- 
not exift any longer than that law remains in’ force. 
The queftion'then’ comes to this fingle po'nt. cir- 
cumcifion abolifhed in the’ New Teftament, or is it 
not We ‘prefuime no perfon ‘will pretend it ‘has any 
_ place in the-gofpel church.! On what then, we atk, does 
the right of infants depend ? We {hall probably: be told, 
on the divine declaration, abi/l be a'Ged te thee; and 
to thy feed after thee” Vf this’ promifé contains @ prior 
right, and which exifts independently of citeumciiion, it 
willbundeniably follow, that uncircaumcifed infants, or 

thofe ‘that are unbaptized, Rand in covenant relation to 


God. If this be true, then thofe bes 


lieving parents who deny infant baptifm) ftand interelt- 
ed in this pronsife, as veally as: thofewho are initiated 
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according to the inftitution. The parent may, indeed, 
be chargeable with fome neglect of duty; but this can. 
not invalidate the claim of the child, nor make the 
promife of God of none effed. 

Neither Mr, Edwards, nor any other writer on that 
fide of the controverfy, has attempted to trace the 
right of infants further back than the covenant of cir. 
cumciiion. They feem by common confent to leave 
them for two thoufand years before, to the mercy of 
God, without any covenant relation, or any initiating 
rite. Lf infant memberihip had no exiftence but in con- 
nexion with circumcifion, it is difficult to fee, when 
this has ceafed, how that can be continued. ‘I'o us it re- 
quires fome new law, under a difpenfation every way 
different, to fupport and continue it in exiftence. 

As an auxiliary to infant memberthip, Mr. Edwards 
argues from their bringing children to Chrift ; and 
endeavours to make it appear that this affords evidence 
of their belonging tothe church. He does not pretend, 
as moft Pedobaptifts do, that they were brought to 
him to be baptized, but fuppofes “ it is moft likely they 
were brought to receive the benediction of Chrift. 
Matt. x. 16,” (p. 67.) 

The bringing of thefe children to receive Chrift’s 
blefling, affords no more evidence of their belonging to 
the church, than forthe mother of Zebedee’s children 
to afk the privilege for her two fons to fit, the one on 
Chrift’s right hand the other on his left, in his kingdom, 
was evidence that they belonged to the Jewifh church. 
For whatever reafons thele children were brought 
to Chrift, one thing is certain; that is, that it was 
not a common thing. ‘This appears to be a folitary 
inftance., ‘The. conduct of the difciples in forbidding 
them, is full proof of this affertion. Neither the fim- 
pleaccount ftated by the evangelifts, nor Mr. Edwards's 
laboured gloflary, attord any fatisfectory evidence 


they were brought, or blefled, on account of their re- 
lation to the church, nor that they were at this time, or 
any time after, baptized. 

. The lifts affign at. moft but two reafons for 
their bringing thefe children to Chrift; one is, that 
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he would Jay his hands on them and pray; the other, 
thet he would blefs then: probably both meant the 
fame thing. As the act of bringing them had no con- 
nexion with theit being charech members, nor any thing 
which Chrift did particulariy applicable tg them as fuch, 
we leave the account juft as we find’ it itated in the 
fcriptures, and acknowledge we know no more about it 
than what is there recorded. 

We muft beg the reader’s indulgence while we juft 
notice Mr. Edwards’s argument from Acts it. 38, 59. 
‘¢’Then Peter faid unto them, Repent and be baptized, 
every one of you, in the name of Jefus Chrift, for the 
remiffion of fins, and ye thall receive the gift of the Ho- 
ly Ghoft. For the prornife is to you and to your chil- 
dren, and to all that are afar off, even as many as the 
Lord our God fhallcall.” From this text Mr. Edwards 
argues that the phrafe, ‘ to you, and to your chilaren, in- 
tends adults anc infants.” 

Upon this we obferve, if the promi/f> mentioned 
in this text be not limited by their repenting, or by 
this claufe, as many as the Lord our God fhail call, it 
muft be confidered-as unlimited. If limited as above, - 
then it can embrace none but fuch as are true penitents, 
fuch as are called of God, by an holy calling. In this way 
it will abfolutely exclude infants, until they are the fub- 
jects of repentance. If taken in an unlimited fenfe, it 
will prove that all the children of believers thall receive 
remiflion of fins, and the gift of the Holy Ghoft. In 
this it will prove too much, and fo deftroy icfelf totally. 
Mr. Edwards here means to apply it to the promite in 
the 17th chapter of Genefis made to Abraham and: his 
feed. But if this be the promife intended by the apof- 
tle, it will include all the feed of Abrahaim as well us 
‘the infants of believing adults. For Mr. Edwards has 
before told us, that that promife was as * much tovhis 
feed as to him.” Lepenting, and being called of God, 
then, are out of the queftion! O no, not wholly fo. » I 
faid, replies Mr. Edwards, it “ intends adults and in- 
fants.” By adults, Sir, I conclude you mean, thot pa- 
rents cannot be admitted without repentance, and being 
called of God 5 7 | upon their believing, their infin: 
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offspring come into the immediate poffeffion of a right 
founded in the promife made in the covenant of circum- 
cifion, This, we conclude, will be granted. It would 
be defirable here to know whether Mr. Edwards means 
to apply this promife to the children of believers indef- 
initely, or to infants only. The apoftle fays, to you and 
to your children; Mr. Edwards fays, to adults and infants. 
We will ftate a cafe, and a very probable one too, and 
fhould be glad: of a candid anfwer to it: it is this. At 
the age of fixty, two perfons, who are the parents of a 
numerous family, are brought to repentance : they ap- 
“ply to Mr. Edwards to be admitted to the privileges of 
the Chriftian church. ‘They have a number of chil- 
dren of different ages, from thirty-five, down to twenty- 
one ; but noinfants. Will he addrefs them in the lan- 
guage of the apoftle, and tell them, the promif/c is to you, 
and to your children; and on this ground admit them 
all to baptifm ? We very much doubt it. The prac- 
tice of Pzdobaptifts generally tells us, they would not. 
But on what principle can thefe children be refufed ? 
The promife is to you and to rchildren. Thefe 
are as much their children, as if they were infants of 
only eight days old. ‘The apoftle has ufed the term 
_ children, without any limitation as to age. If the right 
be founded in this, that their parents are believers, then 
a perfon of fifty years old may claim this right for hin- 
felf, with as much propriety as any could have chal- 
lenged it for him when he was in a ftate of infancy. 
We will fuppofe one cafe more, and one which fre- 
quently occurs : it isthis. Whe parents of a family, at 
the age of abont forty-five, are brought to embrace the 
golpel: they have children of every grade, from eight 
days,old, up to more than twenty years. We with to 


denow whether they all are to be received to member- | 


fhip on their parents’ account ? If not, what age dif- 
qualifies them from coming? If they may be received 
ontheir parents’ account at the age of twenty, we fee 
nothing to forbid them at twenty-five, at thirty, at 
forty ; yea, at any age while their parents live to fapport 


the children of believers a right tom 


ip withou 


their claim. If the promife in the text — any of 


| 


APPENDIX. 251 
repentance, or being called of God, it gives them all 
a right. | 

ea abfurd thefe things may appear, they are 
but the fair legitimate confequences of Mr. Edwards's 
argument. “There is but one way for him honourably 
to clear himfelf, and that is, now to prove that TEKNA 
means only infants of a certain age, and not children 
generally. ‘This we think he wil find rather difficult. 

His conclufion from the paflage is, * that infaats are 
placed in the fame relation to baptifm, as they were of 
old to circumcifion.” (p. 71.) ‘That rite placed *uncir- 
cumcifed infants, and uncircumcifed adults all upon one 
footing as to right. It alfo placed Abraham’s fervants 
upon the fame level with his natural feéd. 

On the whole, this argument fpun out of the promife 
made in the covenant of circumcifion, is one of the 


moft fingular that we ever attempted to trace. It pol- - 


fefles certain elaftic qualities, by which it is rendered 
capable of being extended or contratted, fo as to duit 
the convenience of the perfon who ules it. Viewed 
in its fulleft extent, and it proves the right of fervants 
as well as children; in this it proves too much for the 
purpofes of infant memberfhip. Viewed im a limited. 
Jenfe, and it will fupport only the right of males 5 in 
this it proves too little, and.of courfe makes no provifion 
for females. Yet upon the whole, it proves juft enough 
to fecure the right of infants, both males and females, 
and no more. 

Let us now for a moment review the paflage, in or- 
der to afcertain the plain fenfe of the apoftle. Then 
Peter faid unto them, Repent and~be baptized, every one 
of you.” That he did not mean infants is |plain, from 
reafon, and from Mr. Edwards’s own concefiion.; who 
fays, that “ fain and repentance are never required of 
infants, in order to any thing.” ‘But the required re- 
pentance of the fame perfons, that he called upon to be 
baptized in. the name of Jefus Chrift. To fay, that he 
called on adults. to repent and be baptized, and at the 
fame 'time to bring all their impenitent children to the 
ordinance, a to be a coaftruction too unnateral 
and forced. ‘The apoftle adds, And ye ball receive the. 
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gift of the Holy Ghoft. Vf he included all the children of 
believers, did he engage the gif? of the Holy Ghef to 
them all ? For, faith he, the promife is t2 you, and to your 
children, and to all that are afar off, even as many as the 
Lord our God foal! call. Vs it not plain to every one, 
that the laft fentence is here defigned as a limiting 
claufe ; and that there would be as much propriety in 
leaving it out in every inftance, as in one? We ought 
either to read it thus—The promife is to you, and to your 
children, and to all that are afar off, and fo confider it 
as being univerfal; or elfe connect this limiting claufe 


“with each fubjeét mentioned in the text. If the latter 
‘be true, it would be underftood thus, The promife is to 


you, who now appear to be trne penitents ; it will 
equally embrace your children, whenever they become 
penitent ; and alfo the Gentiles who are afar off, even 
as many of all as the Lord our God fhall call. But no 
fuch thing as a promife to unbelieving children can be 
inferred from this paflage. To fuppofe this, would be 


to make the apoftle aét the part of a god-father, and 


mife that thefe children fhould repent, and receive 
remiffion of fins, and the gift of the Holy Ghoft, &c. 
at fome future period. We cannot believe that the 
apoftle ever trifled in this manner. 7 

Mr. Edwards attempts to get over the difficulty of 
this limiting claufe in this way. « As the apoftle, faith 


he, extends the promife beyond the ca//ed in the firft 


claufe, we muft follow his example, and extend it be- 
yond the called in the laft claufe—Thus the promife 
is to as many as the Lord our God: fhall call, and to 


“ther children.” (p.'79.) does’ not appear that the 


apoftle did extend the promife in the firft claufe beyond 
the éalled. ‘There is no evidence that he meant to ap- 
ply the promife to children upon any other principle 


than as he applied it to parents ; namely, upon their re- | 


penting and being baptized. The promife would as 
naturally embrace impenitent parents as impenitent 
children. On the whole, this paffage muft be tortured, 
or it will not fpeak a fingle word in favour of infant 


baptifm. Some very fenfivle and learned Pedobaptifts 


= 
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Lave given it up, as affording no argument in favour of 


their fentiment. 


In what an undignified light does the fcheme of our 
epponent reprefent the apoftle Peter. On the memo- 
rable day of Pentecoft—fuch a day as had never been 
fince time began, and probably fuch an one as will never 
occur again while time lafts—the Holy Ghoft fent 
down from the afcended Saviour ! Peter ftanding in 
the midft of three thoufand deeply diftrefled perfons 
who were crying out, Wat /ball we do? To this earnett 
inquiry, the holy apoftle is reprefented in this very ab- 
furd light as telling them, “that infants are placed in the 
fame relation to baptifm as they were of old to circum- 
cifion.” (A fubjecét which they made no inquiry about, 
and which we prefuyme had not at this time come into 
their thoughts.) Had the apoftle been as intent upon 
infant baptifm as Mr. Edwards himfelf, we cannot {up- 
pofe, at {uch a téme and to fuch an inquiry, he would 


have given fuch an anfwer. 


In the preceding animadverfions, we have in a very 
brief manner examined Mr. Edwards’s pretended refu~ 
tation of our arguments againft infant baptifm, and have 
endeavoured to fhow the inconclufivenefs of his reafon- 
ing. In order to render his tafk more eafy, he has 
attempted, at the very outfet, to deprive us of thofe 
great advantages which the {criptures afford us in this 
controverfy. But thefe will not be relinquifhed. He 
has alfo laboured abundantly to evade the force of thefe 
arguments, by endeavouring to embarrafs and perplex 
them. But when difentangled from his fophiftical web, 


they ftill appear correct and uninjured. 


We have alfo confidered the two leading arguments 


in his prefent fyftem. In the firft, he undertakes to 
prove, that * God has iniftituted in his church the 
memberthip of infants, and admitted them to it by a 
religious rite.” In his fecond argument, his object is 
to prove the continuance of this right. of memberthi 

From thefe taken together, he infers the right of infants 


to baptifm in the golpel church. 


We have attempted to fhow the inconclufivenefs of 
the frf, by proving that the Jewifa and Chriftian 


4 
4 
¥ 


254 APPENDIX. 


churches were not the fame: That therefore no infer. 
ence can be drawn from one to the other refpecting any 
pofitive inftitution. 

With reference to the /econd, we have endeavoured 
to fhow, that this right cannot be continued in confe. 
quence of that law which gave it exiftence, unlefs con- 
tinued according to that law: namely, that a law 
obliging a parent to circumcife his male infants, cannot 
bind him to baptize them, both male and female. ‘That 
whatever duties were enjoined by the Jewith difpenfa- 
tion belonged to that difpenfation ; and that whatever 
duties are required by the gofpel difpenfation, are clear- 


ly and particularly enjoined by it, and not left to be in- 


ferred from any thing elfe. This is efpecially the cafe 
with whatever relates to pofitive inftitutions. 

It will now be referred to the decificn of the reader, 
whether we have not demonftrated, in a manner too 
plain to be denied, that the Chriftian‘@hurch, collected 
under the perfonal miniftry of Chrift and his apoftles, 
was entirely diftinct from the Jewith church and inde- 
pendent of it. If fo, all Mr. Edwards’s arguments, 
founded on a contrary hypothefis, are unavailing. They 
prove nothing but his own inconfiftency. 

Having thus fhown that thefe two arguments, which 
are the main pillars in Mr. Edwards’s fyftem, are both 
defective, and totally unable to fuflain the fuperftruc- 
ture raifed over them ; we fhall not trouble the reader 
at prefent with animadverfions on his other collateral 
arguments, many of which are but mere ramifications 
of the fame. It is evident, that on thefe he placed his 
main dependence. All his other arguments are de- 
figtied only'to corroborate and ftrengthen thefe. Yea, 
he tells us exprefsly, that “the whole defence of infants 
refts on two arguments. 1. That God did conftitute 
in his‘church the memberthip of infants, and admitted 
them to it by a religious rne. 2. That the right of 
infarits was never taken away.” (p 87.) , 

* "Phe firft of thefe is admitted under certain qualifi- 
cations with refpect tothe Jewi‘h church. But even 
in this, infants were not generally admitted by any re- 


ih, 
\ 
. 
. 
‘ 
> 
‘ 


APPENDIX. 255 
ligious rite. It was only infants of a certain defcrip- 
tion who were thus admitted. | 

With regard to the fecond, fhould we admit the 
premifes, we muft deny the conclufion. For though 
this right had never been taken away, it would not be- 


~ long to any other church than that to which it was 


given. If this be the foundation on which ‘ the de- 
fence of infants refts,” then it depends certainly on no 
new additional grant made under the gofpel difpenfa- 
tion ; of confequence, there can be no more in it now, 
than was originally in it. If the whole defence of in- 
fants refts on this, then no part of it can reft on any 
thing elfe. This privilege can no more be enlarged 
without fome f{pecial act of the Lawgiver, than it can 
be wholly taken away and difannulled. Hence if this 
right remain at all, it muft remain precifely in its in- 
ftituted form, and no otherwife; unlefs fome new law, 
making an important alteration, can be produced. 
What effect Mr. Edwards’s writings may have in ef- 
tablifhing his Padobaptiit brethren, we pretend not to | 
fay; but we are perfuaded that fuch “ candid reafons” 
as he has offered, when ftript of their fophiftical drefs, 
will have little influence on the minds of real Baptifts. 
We know of no one who has been brought by them to 


‘renounce the principles of Anti->zdobaptifm ;” but 


on the contrary, feveral have been brought to embrace 
them. His reafonings have produced the fame effects on 
others, which he informs his readers that Mr. Booth’s 
did on him. | | 

If what we have offered to the reader in the prece- 
ding pages be according to the oracles of truth, we 
pray the great Head of the church to fucceed it for the 
comfort and eftablifhment of fuch, as are feeking, or con- 


tending for the truth, and for the conviction of fuch as 
are advocating error. 
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SECTION V.. 


Sraicrurss on Two on the Perpetuity and 
Provifion of God's gracious Covenant with Abraham and 
bis feed. By Samvet Worcester, 4. M. Pofor of 
the Tabernacle Church in Salem. 


For the piety and talents of the Author of thefe 
difcourfes, we entertain fentiments of refpectful efteem., 
And although we feel impelled to animadvert upon his 
‘writings, we {hall ftill hold his perfon facred. We do 
not blame him for endeavouring to defend his own fen- | 
timents, and guard his flock againft what he confiders 
to be error. But from his former profeflions of candour, | 
‘we had no juft reafon to expect, that he would fo far 
mifreprefent our known and avowed fentiments, as to 
lead his readers to fuppofe, that we were deftitute both |— 
of religion and common decency; that we ‘“ difplay |) 
our greateft zeal in making people believe, in too many | 
‘mftances, that going into the water will anfwer all the 
-purpofes of their prefent comfort, and of their eternal 
falvation.” (Note, p. 73.) 

Had Mr. Worceiter contented himfelf, by proving to 
‘demonftration every iota of his own plan, without i- 
vading the right of others; his difcourfes might in all 
probability have paffed down the ftream of time ut- 
noticed. Such an attempt would have given no reafon- 
able offence to any man living. But when he digrefles 
from this point, for the purpofe of reprefenting in an 
unfriendly light the fentiments and practice of a nume- 
fous body of Chriftians, who think they have at leaft 
“equal pretenfions to apoftolical purity of fentiment, we 
mutt view it with the deepeft regret. 

The author of the difcourfes before us has commet 
ced the attack; and if we do not miftake him, has im 
plicitly invited us to the conteft. If this be not his 
_ meaning, we think he has at leaft fuperfeded the necef* 
fity of an apology on our part, if we teft him by his own 

inciples. The paragraph to which we refer is in the 

ollowing words: « Any caufe or doétrine which /brinks 
from the light of fair inveftigation, or will not endure 
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the teft of fcripture argument, certainly cannot be the 
caufe of truth, nor a do¢trine according to godlinets. 
And thofe who will be offended or hurt by a fair and 
candid exhibition of argument, and vindication of fen- 
timents in oppofition to their own, give the greateft 
evidence that they are not contending, or concerned 
for the caufe of truth, but only for the caufe of a par- 
ty.” (p. 78.) ‘The common adage fays, “ It is a poor 
rule that will not work both ways.” | 

lf Mr. Worcefter meant to apply this to the Baptifts, 
and fuppofe that they would fhrink from a fair ferip-. 
tural inveftigation of the {ubject in difpute, he may be 
affured he has miftaken the men whofe fentiments he 
has attacked. No, let him and his brethren treat us in 
this way, and I believe they will not find us to “ fhrink 
from the light of fair inveftigation.” Nor do we bee 
lieve, that the Baptifts « will be offended or hurt by a 


fair and candid exhibition of argument.” | But, if inftead 


of this, he {hall attempt to filence us by an oblique ref- 
erence to the ghoftly ftory of Munfter, (which by the 
way we were no more concefned in, than we were in 
the witchcraft in Salem) or, to deter us from followin 
the example of our blefled Redeemer, by the tales a 
a Voffius, of “ naked men and women,” he need not be 
furprifed, if fuch arguments as thefe do not produce 
conviction. But even thefe.fhall be noticed in their 
proper place. 
The difcourfes before us are founded on Gal. iii. 29. 
And if ye be Chrif?s, then are ye Abraham's feed, and heirs 
according to the promife. | | 
The dottrine which the author adduces from the text 
is this : §* In God’s covenant of promife with Abraham, 
provifion was made for the continuance of the church 


formed by it, and thus for the tranfmiffion of the privi- 


leges and blefiings contained in it, from generation to 
generation, down to the clofe of time.” 

In order to illuftrate this doctrine, Mr. Worcefter 
firft attempts ‘* to fhow, that the covenant which was 
made with Abraham, and by which the church was formed 
in his family; was intended to be perpetual.” By this 


covenant he evidently intends the covenant of circum. 
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cifion ; for no other has ever been fuppofed to form 
Abraham’s family into a church ftate. ‘This conclufion 
is drawn not merely from the above ftatement, but from 
the whole tenor of his reafonings. That this is a fair 
ftatement, it is prefumed, will not be denied. 

We proceed therefore to confider this * candid ex. 
hibition of argument.” And {hall attempt, firf, to 
prove, that Mr. Worcefter has totally miftaken the 
promife in bis text; that the apoftle referred toa pro 
a pape diftinét from that from which he has rea 
oned. 

Second. We thall attempt to fhow that his applica 
tion of this promife to believers and unbelievers, or 


to believing parents and their unbelieving children, is i, 


unfcriptural, and contrary to the apoftle’s reafoning | 


throughout the context. 


The reader will keep in mitid that the promife made 


to Abraham and his feed in the covenant of circumci- 


fion, is the datum from which the author of thefe dif- | 
eourfes reafons. In order to prove that he has mif | 
taken his text, and reafoned from a promife not ex | 
prefied nor intended by the apoftle, we begin at the 


fixth verfe, where the fubjett is particularly introduced 
in the context. Aven as Abraham believed God, and tt 
was accounted to him for riphteoufne/s. (verfe 7.) Know 


ye therefore, that they which are of faith, the fame are th | 


children of Abraham. (verfe 8.) And the feripture fore 


feeing that God would juflify the heathen through faith; | 


preached before the gofpel unto Abraham, Saying, In THEE 
$HALL ALL NATIONS BE BLESSED. This is the promife, 
from which the apoftle reafons throughout the chapter; 
But it muft be obferved, that this promife is not found 
in the covenant of circumcifion, which is recorded at 
large in the feventeenth chapter of Genefis. By ex 
amining this, we fhall find that the above promife 's 
neither exprefied nor contained in it by fair implica 
tion. ‘The ptomife quoted by the apoftle is in the 
twelfth chapter of Genefis, and third verfe. This w4s 
made to Abraham at the time when he was called to 
‘leave his country and kindred, to go and fojourn in 4 
range land. ‘lhe Meffiah, in whom the nations were 
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to be bleffed, was revealed in this promife. Hence the 
apofile calls this the preaching of the gofpel to Abraham. 
This was probably the period alfo referred to by our 
Lord, when he faid to the, Jews, Your father Abrahath 
rejciced to fee my day, and he faw it and was glad.* Oa 
the above, a learned commentator makes the following 
remark : “ The apoitle quoteth the promife, Gen. xi, 
38, where God tells Abraham, that in him: all the na- 
tions (or families) of the earth fhould be blefled. This 
is to be underftood of thofe {fpiritual bleflings which 
are in Chrift Jefus: for all the nations of the earth 
were no otherwife blefled in Abraham.”+ 

This promife was made twenty-four years before the 
covenant of circumcifion exifted ; and was as independ- 
ent of that, as the covenant made with Noah refpect- 
ing the drowning of the world. It did not depend at 
all upon the obedience of Abraham, or any other crea- 


ture. It was in no fenfe conditional. ‘The divine ve- 


racity was pledged for its fulfilment. And whether 
circumcifion had been inftituted or not, God would in 
the fulnefs of time have fent his Son into the world, 


and would have bleffed the nations in him. 


That this promife was made to Abraham twenty- 
four years before the covenant of circumcifion, is proved 
from the following circumftances. 1. Abraham wey 
feventy-five years old when he departed out of Haran, 
which was the time when this promife was (€ 99 


-made.t . He was ninety-nine years old whenhe 2 75 
was circumcifed.§ *See the margin. | 


Abraham received this promife, believed in its ac- 


complifhment, daw by faith the day of the Lord Je- | 


_fus, and was juftified through faith—all while he was 


in uncircumcifion.|| Not one of thefe circumftances 
could have ever been altered, had that never been in- 
ftituted. Nor does it appear that this promife was di- 
rectly connected with, or included in that covenant. 
For notwithftanding it is there faid, a father of many na- 
tions. will I make thee; and although this might in a 
metaphorical fenfe allude to his being the father of be- 


John viii. 56, { Pool’s Contin. in loc. Gen. xii. 4. 


§ Vid. Rom iv. 9, 10. 
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ievers in all nations ; yet it muft be obferved, that jt 
ftands immediately conneéted with the following words ; 
<ind I will make thee exceeding fruitful ; and I will make 
NATIONS OF THEE, and kings fhall come of thy Ivins, 
Lhefe expreffions, taken together, do not amount to aq 
promife, that the nations which fhould fpring from 
Abraham's loins, or any others fhould be blefled in 
iim. It was not therefore defcending from the loins 
of Abraham, but poffeiling his faith, which gave a title 
tothe promife. ‘ihe promife that he flould be the 
father of many nations, and that kings fhould come of 
Hin, has been literally and fully accomplifhed. 

‘the promiie which refpected the bleffing of the 
Gentile nations in Chrift, was reriewed again to Abra- 
ham about twenty years after the covenant of circum. 
cifon. was under circumftances peculiarly folemn: 
it was when he was called to offer up his beloved fon 
‘aac. We have much reafon to believe, that in this 
tranfaction, Abraham faw more of the myfiery of re- 
demption, through the incarnation and {facrifice of the 
San of God, than he had ever feen before. ‘lhe Lord 
now gracioufly condefcended to comfort him, by repeat- 
ing the promie which he made to him more than forty 
years before, with this variation ; Ja thy sren /hall all 
be nations of the carth be bleffed. or} 

Tae apofile is particularly careful to diftinguith this 
promife refpecting the sEeEp in whom the Gentile na- 
tions fhould be blefied, from that made in the covenant 
of circumcilion refpeéting the pofterity of Abraham. 
The woman's who was to bruife the ferpent's head, 
was alfo the sexp, promifed .to Abraham, in whom the 
believirg Gentiles fhould be bleffed. But primarily 
his natural feed, or at moft his {piritual feed, and not 
Chrift; was intended, by the feed in the covenant of 
circumafien. The nations have never been biefied in 
any other of Abraham’s feed but Chrift. 2. ‘The apol- 
tle farther diftinguifhesithe promife under consideration, 
in the fixteenth verfe. Now, faith he, to and 
his feed were the promisesimade. He in the 
ral, “ promifes.” In Gen. xii 3, it is faid, Jn THEE 
foali all families of the earth be biefid. And in Gen. xxi 
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18, it is faid, In thy seen fhall all the nations of the earth 
be bleed. ‘That we might not miftake the latter, as 
referring to the promife made in the covenant of 
circumcifion, and fo to Abraham’s natural feed, the 
apoftle adds, He faith not, And to feeds, as of many ; 
but as of ong, andto thy seep, wHIcH 1s CuristT. The 
promifes in the covenant of circumcifion were to many % 
to Abraham’s feed generally. Will any perfon pre- 
fume to fay that thefe promifes referred to Chrift, or 
were made to him ; or that he was the feed there in- 
tended ? Were kings to come out of his loins, and 
nations to be made of him ? Was the land of Canaan 
promifed to Chrift for an everlafting poffeffion ? ‘Thefe 
were fome of the promifes made and fulfilled to 
Abraham and his natural feed. Chrift claimed no in- 
tereft in the land of Canaan: no, not fo much as the 
foxes ; for they had holes to burrow in, but the Son of 
Man had not where to lay his head. It will hence, we 
think, undeniably follow, either that the promifes made 
to Abraham’s feed in the covenant of circumcifion re- 
ferred to Chrift, and had particular refpeét to him, or 
elfe that the apoftle reafoned from a promife entirely 
diftinét from them. 3. That the apoftle did not refer 
to the promifes in the covenant of circumcifion, is fur- 
ther evident, from what he has faid in the 17th verfe : 
And this I fay, that the covenant that was confirmed before 
sf God in Chrift, the law which was four hundred and 
thirty years after, cannot difannul, that it foould make the 
promife of none effeé?. 

Here are feveral things worthy of confideration. 
1. This covenant was confirmed of God in Chrift. Ir 
confequently ftood independent of the obedience either 
of Abraham or his pofterity. 

2. This covenant, if confirmed in Chrift, could not 
be broken or difannulled. ‘There could in the nature 
of things be no failure. Even a fufpicion of this kind, 
would be derogatory to the honour and veracit y of 
Chrift. 

8. This promife, which is the fame referred to in 
- the 29th verfe, the apoftle informs us was thus made 
and confirmed, four hundred and thirty years before 
z2 
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the giving of the law. ‘This will forever cdiftinguith it 
from the promifes in the covenant of circumcifion, 
For this was inftituted only four hundred and fix years 
before the giving of the lav. The covenant in the 
xviith chapter of Genelis was in the year before Chrig 


ninety-one years before the fame era, which € 197 
leaves but four hundred and iix. See the mar- 1491 
gin. sol 


But the promife quoted by the apoftle from Genelis 
x. 3, which was made to Abraham twenty-four years 
before, when he was in uncircumcifion, exattly com- 
pares with this ftatement in the context, of four hua- 
dred and thirty years. ‘his promife, according to the 
Bible chronology, was made to Abraham inthe year 
before Chrift, 1921. The law, as obferved 121 
above, was given 1491, which makes exacily a 
the time {pecified. See the margin. 179 

Tlere the matter is reduced to mathematical cer- 
tainty. Any perfon who will take the trouble to com- 
pare the dates in his Bible, of the xiith chapter of Gene- 
fis, and the xxth of Exodus, referred to above, wiii feel 
himielf completely fatisfied| ‘lhe moft invincible 
udice will find it difficult to refift the light of demon- 
{tration. 

If the. obfervations which have now been made are 
correct, they will bring us unavoidably to this conclu- 
fion, viz. Lhat Mr. Worcefter has totally miftaken the 
promife in his text, and reafoned from one to which 

the apoftle had no immediate reference. Hence the 
whole of his laboured fuperftrudéture is left without 
foundation |! The fate of fuch a building may be feen 
in the clofe of the fixth chapter of Luke. - In order t0 
fet afide this conclufion, three things muft be fairly 
roved. 

1. That the apoftie throughout this chapter did ac 
tually mean the promife in. the covenant of circum- 
cifion, although he has not mentioned a fingle patlage 
.contained in 3; but exprefsly quoted one clearly dif- 
tinguifhed by.the time of its being delivered, and allo 

by the terms and import of the promife ittelf. 


1897. ‘The law was given fourteen hundred and | 
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2. It muft be proved, that the covenant of circum- 
cifion was 430 years before the giving of the law, not- 
withftanding fcripture chronology places it but four 
hundred and 11x. 
3. ‘That the feed of Abrabam, mentioned in the cov- 


enant of circumcifion, and the seep in whom all the 


families of the earth fhould be blefied, were the fame: 
or in other words, that the feed of Abraham, expreiled 
in that covenant, meant Chrift ; for the apoftle has ex- 
prefsly told us in the context, that he was the perion 
to whom the promife, from which he was then reafon- 
ing, exclufively referred. 

Until thefe are fairly proved, we fhall infift upon the 
conclufion above ftated. We have too good an opinion 
of Mr. Worcefter’s candour, to think that he will deny 
that he has reafoned from the covenant of circumicifion 
throughout his difcourfes. If he can honourably extri- 
cate himfelf from the foregoing dilemmay,he willundoubt- 
ediy doit; and in doing it he will inftruéct the writer of 
thefe ftrictures, and probably relieve fome of his breth- 
ren, who have, it is thought, already felt the difficulty. 

We now proceed, 


SeconDLy, to fhow, That the application of this_ 


promife to believers and unbelievers, or to believing 
parents and their unbelieving children, is unfcriptural, 
and contrary to the apoitle’s reafoning throughout the 


context. The apofile predicates his reafonings upon two” 


cliftinct topics, viz. upon Abraham’s faith, and the prom- 
ife made to him refpecting the Gentile nations. With 


regard to the firft, he faith, Abraham believed God, and 


it was accounted to him for righteoufne/s. Know ye, there- 


fore, that they which are of faith, the fame are the children 


of Abraham. (Ver. 6,7.) Here it muft be obvious to 
every unprejudiced mind, that Gentiles, whether young 
or old, cannot claim this relationfhip to Abraham, un- 
lefs they are of faith: that is, unlefs they de/ieve God, as 
Abraham did. Viewed in this charatter, as the « father 
of the faithful,” and the fame diftintion will alfo apply 
with refpect to his natural pofterity. None of his 
feed are: confidered as his children in this fenfe, 
but fuch as are of faith. ‘This diftinétion was made by 


| 
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Chrift himfelf, when reafoning with the pharifves, jn 
the viith of John. Feeling themfelves prefled by his 
arguments, they fled to their eommon refuge, He be 
Abraham's feed. Fefus anfavered them, I know that ye are 
Abraham's feed, but ye feck to kill me, becaufe my word hath 
no place in you. If ye were Abraham's CHILDREN, ye would 
do the works of avin The works of Abraham 
comprehended both his faith and his obedience ; and 
for any one to claim intereft in him as their father, 
until they are the fubjects of faving faith in Jefus 
Chrift, would be equally as unavaiting as the claim of 
the rich man, who addrefled Abraham as his father, but 
could not obtain a drop of water to cool his tor. 
mented tongue.+ 
We have already made fome remarks on the 14th 
verfe, but it comes in courfe to be confidered more par- 
ticularly. ‘Che apoftle in the preceeding verfe makes 
this ftatement ; ‘That “ Chrift hath redeemed us from 
the curfe of the law, being made a curfe for us, that 
the bleffing of Abraham might come on the Gentiles, 
through Jefus Chrift.” Is it poffible for any perfon to 
rat that by the blefing of Abraham, the apoftle in- 
tended external church privileges ? fuch as the bap- 
tizing, and conftituting children church members? We 
cannot think thefe were the bleffings expreffed or intend- 
ed by the apoftle. For according to him, the bleffing 
of Abraham comes on the Gentiles, through J fus Chrif, 
and we no other medium. But the bleffing of in- 
fant baptifm, and infant memberfhip, comes on chil- 
dren through their parents: it depends altogether 
upon them, whether the children {hall enjoy thefe 
bleffings or not. But aceording to the apofile, Ze 
which be of faith, are bleffed with faithful Abraham, whether 
Atheir parents are believers or unbelievers ; whether 
friends or enemies to the crofs of Chrift. 
According to Mr. Worcefter, if we underftand him, 


‘the falvation of the children of believers depends prin- 


cipally upon the “ faith and fidelity” of their parents 
His words are, “'The promife, then, to be a God to 
Abraham, and to his feed after him, was of this pur- 


* John viii. 33, 37) 89 + Luke xvis 94 
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port, tliat on condition of faith and fidelity on Abra- 
ham’s part, in refpect to his children, they thould be- 
come fubjects of grace, and heirs of the blefiings of the 
covenant. ‘Lhe fame promife was made to Abraham's 
pofterity, in their fucceffive generations ; and the fame 
is now made to all true believers, his adopted childrea 
of every nation.”* This doctrine, we believe, has been 
afferted by other Pedobaprift minifters, befides Mr. 
Worcefter ; but we acknowledge freely that we have our 
doubts refpecting its correctnefs. Will any one aiiert 
that all Abraham’s own children were faved ? If not, 
will they venture to fay it was owing to his want of 


faith or fidelity towards them ? Was Iiaac diftinguithed 


by Abraham’s faith and fidelity before he was conceive 
ed in the womb of Sarah, 2s the child of promife ? Or 
does it appear that Abraham ever exercifed any pre- 
eminent faith or fidelity towards Ifaac, more than to- 
wards Iihmael ? 

If we defcend a ftep further, into the family of Ifaac, 
we fhall fee {till clearer proof of the incorreétnefs of 
the fentiment under confideration. It is too evident to 
be denied, that Ifaac had a partiality for Efau. It is 
alfo evident that his faith had fixed on hinyas the heir 
of promife 5 for he intended, and actually thought. he 
had given him the blefling. .Yet the purpofe of God, ac» 
cording to eletiien, faperfeded both his faith and fideli- 
ty,” with refpectto Efau, and gave the blefling to Jacob. 

Will any one hazard the aifertion, that aac had any 
different exercife of faith for Jacob, or manifeited any 
fidelity towards him, which he did not towards Efau ? Or 
was it the fovereign pleafure of God alone, that made 
Jacob the lot of his inheritance, rather than Efan, totally 
independent of either the faith or fideluy of the pious 
parents ¢ 

Throughout the chapter on which the difcourfes 
before us are founded, the apoftle has aflerted the per- 
fonal intereft of believers, aud of no others in the blef- 
fing of Abraham. ‘There is not a word of this condj2 
tional! bufine/s, about the faith and fidelity” of parents, 
by which their children become ‘fubjects of grace :” 


Difc. p. 38. 
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but, according to the apoftle, both parents and chil. 
dren become fubjects of grace,” only by becomin 
believers in Chriit. This is being bleffed with Abra- 
ham in fome proper fenfe, and to fome certain and 
valuable purpofe. | 

Lhere is alfo a very material difference with refpect 
to the kind of faith with which the blefling of Abra- 
ham is connected. ‘The apoftle gives no intimation 
that he means any other faith, than that which is com. 
mon to every believer: that is, faith in the Lord Jefus 
Chrift as the Son of God and Saviour of the world. 
But Mr. Worcetter’s faith, to which the prdmife of 
God is conditionally made, feems to be a faith refpect. 
ang the falvation of our children. He reafons thus; 
' Hence,” faith he, though in one refpect the prom- 
ifes of the covenant are conditional; yet in another 
they are not. ‘hough in refpect to individual believ- 
ers, the promifes are not abfolute, but have re{pect to 
their faith and fidelity as a conditicn ; yet with reipect to 
Chrift, and the church as one with him, the promifes 
are yeaand amen. ‘hough God is not by covenant 
abfolutely engaged to give every believer that faith in 
the promifes, refpecting his children, which will cer- 
tainly through grace, fecure to his children, and all of 
them, the bleffings of the covenant,”* &c. This faith 
refpecting children is entirely diftin& from that faith 
by which Abraham and all other believers are juftified: 
it is a kind of faith which probably few believers have; 
which many never have, and which many never can 
have. A great proportion of believers are. fingle per- 
fons, who have neither companions nor children ; and 
,.many who marry, live and die childlefs. None of thefe 


y 6can be fuppofed to have this kind of faith. But we 


afk; Has not the bleffing of Abraham come on them 
through Jefus Chrift? Are they not d/efed with faithful 
Abraham ? | 

We have no doubt but fome believing parents have 
had ftrong faith given them refpecting the converfion 
of their children; or at leaft fome of them, or pofli- 
bly fome of their neighbours, or ¢écir children. But 
it is equally evident, that many have been fo happy as 


* Dife p 33, 39. 
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to fee their children brought to know the Lord, who 
were never fenfible of any fpecial faith concerning thera 
in particular. On the other hand, it ts reafonable to 
fuppofe, that that ardent defire which it is common for 
pious parents to feel for the falvation of their children, 
has led them to believe many things refpecting them, 
which they never did, nor ever will realize.* 
Whatever faith parents may have refpecting their 
children, it is certain they cannot give ¢hem faith, and 
confequently cannot convey the blefling of Abraham to 
them. ‘This bleffing refts on none but fuch as are 
themfelves the fubjects of faith ; on true believers only. 
‘Chis promife therefore cannot, confiftently with the 
apoftie’s reafoning, be applied to children on the account 
of their parents’ faith. If ever they receive the 4/-/ing 
cf Abraham, it will ecsme on thim through Fefus Chrift 
and they will reft in a moft fatal delofion, if they reft 
in any thing f{lort of this. | 


“ Vain are the hopes that rebels place 
Upon their birth and blood ; 
Delccaded from a pious race, 
Their Fathers now with God.” 


* The inftarce of the Rev. Mr. Whitefield, refpeing hie fot, thal 
ferve asa fpecimen. Im February, 1744 (/ays Dr. Gillics) am event 
happencd to him, wluch, amictt all his fuccels, tended to keep him 
eumble, and ferved to cure him of a weiknefs to which he had been 
liable, the trufting to groundle!s impreflions. It was the death of his 
only child, concerning whom he was fo inipreffed, that he made no 
fcruple of declaring before the birth, that the child would bea fon; — 
and that he hoped he weuld live to preach the Gofpel. Several nar- 
row efcapes, which Mrs. Winteficld had during her pregnancy, con- 
firmed him in his expeé¢tetions; which were fo high, that after he had 
publicly baptized the child at the J ubernacle, all went away big with 
the hopes of his being [pared to be employed in the work of God 
But thle fond expe@ations were foon halted by the child’s death, 
when he was about four months old. This was,no doubt, very hum- 
bling to the father ; but he was helped to make the wifeft and beh 
improvement of it. “ ‘Though! am difappointed, fays he, (writing tg 
a friend) of a living preacher, by the death of my fon; yet I hope what 
happened before his birth, and fince his death, has taught me fuch 
leffons. as if duly improved, may rerider his miftaken parent more cau- 
tious, more fober minded, more experienced in Satan's devices, and 
vonfequcntly more uleful in his future labours to the church of God."* 


* Memoirs of the life of the Rew, Geo. Whitefeld, 
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Whether their fathers are gone to heaven or not, re. 
ligion is at all times a perfonal concern. ‘The moft pious 
parents cannot fave their ungodly children. God de. 
clared by the prophet Ezekiel, that when he fhould 
fend his judgments upon a finful land, though Noah, 
Daniel and Fob were in it, they fhould deliver but their 
own fouls by their righteoufne/s. As J lives faith the Lord 
God, they foall deliver neither fons nor daughters.*  Thefe 
were three eminent faints; we fhould hence very nat. 
urally fuppofe, their’ children would derive as much 
adyantage from their ‘faith and fidelity,” as the chil- 
dren of faints in general: yet it {eems that the children 
mu{t have fome perfonal religion, independent of their 
parents, toexempt them from even temporal judgments: 
how much more to fecure them from the wrath to 
come |! 

The fentiment we have been contemplating refpect- 
ing the promife of God made to Abraham, to his pof- 
terity, and to Gentile believers, to make their children 
. “fubjects of grace,” on condition of their “ faith and 
fidelity,” involves, if we miftake not, another impor- 
tant error. It fuppofes, that every Gentile believer, 
who is the head of a family, ftands in the faine relation, 
and is entitled to the fame promifes that Abraham was. 
That every true believer is bleffed with the fame blel- 
fings of pardon and juftification, with intereft in the 
Meffiah, the promifed feed, will be readily admitted: 
but it does not hence follow, that the fame promifes are 
made to them refpecting their potterity which were 
made to him. No, by no means ; for this would con- 
flitute every believing head of a family, an Abraham ; 
a patriarch of the church ; a father of the faithful. Lb 
there:a Meffiah to fpring from every believing family! 
Are all the nations of the earth to be bleffed in their 
feed ? Does the promife of the land of Canaan defcend 
to the children of believers, as it did to the children of 
Abraham ? Has God promifed any Gentile believer 
that his feed fhall become numerous as the ftars of 
heaven ‘That nations and kings fhall fpring from 


* Ezek, ziv. 13—16. 


him ?—All thefe queftions mutt be anfwered in the neg- . 
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uation many things were promifed to his feed, which 
are not promifed to the feed of other believers. 
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ative. It will hence appear that by the fpecial appoint- 
ment of God, Abraham was placed in q fituation ditter- 
ent from all other believers; and in this peculiar fit-_ 


But it will probably be faid, we have mentioned every 
thing elfe but the promife itfelf, which contained Abra- 
ham’s principal bleffing, and which has been tranimit- 
ted to Gentile believers, viz. That God promifed to be 
a God to him, and to his feed. From the general tenor 
of the difcourfes before us, we conclude the author con- 
fidered this as the promife referred to in his text. 
Hence, to be Chrift’s, is to b® Abraham’s feed, and heirs 
according to this promife: i. e. That God will be a God 
to us and our feed. 

We truft it has been made fuffictently evident in the 
preceding pages, that this could not be the promife 
intended by the apoftle ; and that whatever bleflings 
were contained in this, that bleffing of Abraham which 
is faid to have come on the Gentiles through Jefus 
Chrift, was a blefling diftinct from: this, and one which 
he enjoyed long before this covenant exifted. 

The queftion now to be determined is this, Does 
God ftand engaged by covenant to every believer, to be 
a God to him and to his feed after him, in the fame 
fenfe, as by that covenant he {tood engaged to Abraham 
and his feed ? If atheory does not correfpond with faét, 


it is a certain argument that it is not right. We have 


alreacly feen that a large proportion of believers die 
without idiue. | If this promife in its full force has been 
tranimitted to them, it required, befides their * faith and 
fidelity,” another condition, which the author of the 
difcourfes has overlooked. It muft run to them and 
their feed, provided they have any. ‘This promife, as it 


—refpected Abraham, did not require this condition ; for 


he had previoufly the promife of God, that his feed 
flrould become as the duft of the earth. 

To give a correét view of what is contained in this 
promife, we fhall quote the words of an excellent wri- 
ter: “ ‘l’o afcertain the meaning of this promife, (faith 
he) we can proceed on no ground more certain than 
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fast, It is fact, that ‘God in facceeding ages took the 
feed of Abraham to be a peculiar people unto himfelf, 
‘above all other nations; not only giving them ‘the land 
of Candan for a ‘poffeffion,’ but himfelf to be their God, 
King, or ‘temporal:Governor: Nor »was this all: it was 
‘mmnong them that he fet» up his /piritual kingdom, giv- 
ing them his lively oracles; fending to them his proph- 
‘ets, and eftablifhing among them his holy worfhip; 
which great advantages were, for many ages, in a man- 
‘ner confined to them; and what was more, the 
“great body of thofe who were eternally faved previoufly 
tothe coming of Chrift, were faved from among ft them. 
“Lhefe things: taken' together were an immenfely 


arid priefts. Such then being the /aé?s; it is natural w 
that> fuch was the the promife,”* 


Expottory Di. bn. Gen. xvii the’abbve he fae 


the note. 
ah, Antipxdo raptift I fee no necellity for ‘dei nying that fpiritual 
Were promifed, ix gentral way, to the natural feed of 


3)nor ‘can think, be fairly denied. ‘The. Lord engagedto 
Mio that which he aétually did; namely, to take oust of them, rather that 
ether nations,a people for himfelf, This, I fuppofe, is the /eed promuled 
“¢0 Abraham, to which the apeftle refers when He fays, which 
<re theichildren of the fichh, thefe are hot the children of God ; but the 
. ehildren of the promife.are counted for the feedi” , (Rom. ix. 3.) 


& the chi of the promife” he.did not. megn the elect in 
Gonipoted of and Gentiles, but the elect from amrongit the Jews 
Ke veckotis “an Wraclite, of the feed of Abraham, ad 


Babe, proof that had not sway 
it follows fram that God has promiled 
pedple from amongét the natural defcendants of belicvers, in 
fir What was promifed to Abraham, was neither 
@romifed nor fulfilled to.every good man. Of the erity of his kint- 
Lot, pothini It. is true, the labours of tholt 

parents up theif-children in the nurture and admonitied of 
Loté,” are MéGed to the topverfion’ of fome of them: 
the ‘labours of faithful minifters, wherevt 


it does not follow .in the ene cate, 
are more in covcaant with God san 
follow in the: other, that th 
of beliévers are. more in covenant with God than th 
5.“ New Teftament faints have nothing more to do with 


‘Abrahamic covenan than the Old Teftament believers ho lived 
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All this may be readily’adimitted, with refpec to Abra- 
hanv and his ‘défcendants but it does not prove that 
the fame things are either engaged or fulfilled to Gen- 
tile believers: Their feed ‘is not diftinguifhed by any 
fpecial acts of Divine Providence, as the feed of Abra- 
ham was. The uncircumcifed’ might not mingle with 
the citcumcifed in the common atts of worfhip. But 
the difpenfation under ‘which we live, has no law for- 
bidding ‘the’ unbaptized, or even the irreligious from 
attending public worfhip with the faints. They are 
not compelled now to worfhip in the outer court, but 
may fit upon the fame feats, and hear the precious gof- _ 
pel. Circumicifion forbade the ufual civilities of focial 
life to the uncireutncifed 5 but this is not the cafe in 
‘+ Bat thould we admit this. to be the promife intend- 
ed in the paflage, on which the difcourfes before us are 
founded, (which we fhall by no means grant) and that 
in proof of the contrary. But the meaning of that paffage, I conceive, 
is not, that through Jelus Chrift every belicver becomes an Abraham, a 
father of the faithful ; but that he is reckoned among his children : not 
a flock on which the future church fhould grow ; but a branch, partaking 
‘of the root and fatnefs of the olive tree. ‘So, however, the context ap- 
pears to explain it—“ They whicharcof faith are the ebildven of faithiul 
ver. 7... 
But if it were granted, that the bleffidg of Abraham is fo come on 
the believing Gentiles, as not only to render them bleffed.as his {piritual 
children, but to infure a people for God from amongft their natural pof- 
terity, rather than from thofe of others; yet it is not as' their natural 
polterity that.they are individually entitled to any one f{piritual blefiing ; 
¢ this was more than was true of the natural feed of Abraham. Nor 
_ do I feehow it follows from hence, that we are warranted to baptize 
_ them in their infancy. . Abraham, it is true, was commanded to circums 
_ cife his male children ; and if we had been commanded to baptize our 
males, or females, or both, or any example of the kind had been left in 
the New Teftament, we fhould be as much obliged ‘to comply in the | 
_ one-cafe, as he was in the other. But we do not think ourfeives war- 
raated to reafon from circumcifion to baptifm ; frem the circunicifion 
of males to the baptifm of males and females; and fromm the ci 
cifion of the children of a nation, (the greater part of whem. were un- 
believers) and of “ fervants born in the houfe or bought wich money,” 
to the ef the children of believers. In thort, we do.not'think‘our- 
- delves warranted in matters of pofitive infitution, to found our practice 
_ OM analogies, whether real or fuppoféed ; and {till lefs on one fo citcuit- 
- ous, diffonant, and uncertain as that in queftion. Our duty, we con. - 
ceive, is, in fuch cafes, to follow the precepts and examples.of the dif. 
penfatien under which we live. 7 
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it has defcended to Gentile believers in the fulleft ex. 
tent, yet we conceive that no fair inference can be 
drawn from it in favour of infant baptifm. For the 
rituals of that difpenfation were peculiar to it, and 
have now entirely ceafed. ‘The Gofpel difpenfation 
under which: we live, has its own rituals totally uncon- 
nected, and independent of that. ‘This will appear by 
this fingle circunitance, that the fame perfons who had 
been circumcifed in infancy, under that difpenfation, 
were baptized when they became believers. If, accord- 
ing to our Opponents, infant baptifm comes in the room 
of circumcifion, we fee no reafon why they fhould not 
_ now be baptized when they become believers, as the 
Jewiih converts were formerly. If, as is contended for, 
circumcifion was a feal of the covenant, and baptifm is 
a feal of the fame covenant, why were they fealed over 
afecond tune? This was certainly a-lealing, which 
would look quite as inconfifient as 4ma-baptifm. 

If the Jewith church and the Chriftian church are 
the fame, where is the impropriety of calling the form- 
er the Gofpel church, and the latter the Jewifh ? or in 
ufing the terms interchangeably, as may appear moft 
convenient? Agreeably to this, fome ,Padobaptifts 
have called their infant baptifm Chriftian circumci- 
fion.” ‘This is Judaizing with a witnefs. ‘The lan- 
guage of Pedobaptift writers, and that of the writers 
of the New ‘Teftament, when compared together, will 
appear widely different on thefe points. 

Mr. Worcefter has fo ftrangely blended different 
things, promifed to Abraham at different times, that 
an incautious reader will be likely to miftake one for 
another. Asadfpecimen of what may be found in va- 
rious parts of the work, the readgr will notice the fol- 
lowing paragraphs. 

covenant of promife made with Abraham, 
comprifed all the bleffings and privileges ever prom- 
ifed to believers and the church.” 

EF will ehablifh my covenant between me and thee and 
thy feed’ after thee, (ays the Lord to Abraham, for a7 
everlafting covenant, TO BE 4 GoD UNTO THER AND TO 
TMY SRED AFTER THEE.” This is the moft exienfive 
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promife in the coveaant of circumcifion. But did this. 
“ comprife all the bleflings and privileges ever promifed 
to believers?” It certainly did not. Nor did Mr. 
Worcefter feel willing to reft his affertion upon this ; 
but has fubjoined another promife made to Abraham 
long before the covenant to which he refers exifted ; 
and which was renewed to him, and to Ifaac and Jacob 
afterwards. ‘This promife he has given us in the fol- 
lowing words, * AND IN THEE, AND IN THY SEED SHALL 
ALL THE NATIONS OF THE EARTH BE BLESSED. (page 
14.) This promife, indeed, comprifes every thing, be- 
caufe it comprifes the Meffiah, the seep in whom fome 
of all nations fhall be bleffed. But this forms no part 
of the. covenant of circumcifion, though conftantly 
blended in the difcourfes before us, as if it were one 
of the moft prominent articles in it. 

The author of thefe difcourfes feems to anticipate in- 
numerable difficulties, on the fuppofition that the Gof- 
pel church commenced with-the prefent difpenfation. 
“Tf,” faith he, * the covenant mide with Abraham has 
been difannulled, and the church formed by it abol- 
ifhed; if, on the introduction of the Chriftian difpenfa- 
tion, a new church was formed, and anew covenant in- 
{tituted, materially different from that made with Abra- 
ham ; in what important refpect can Abraham be con- 
fidered as the father of Chriftian believers ?” He fur- 
ther adds; **If we be members of a different church, 
formed by a different covenant from that of Abraham, 
what relation have we to Abraham? In what refpect 
are we his children? How is it that we are blefled with 
him ? that we are heirs according to the promife made 
to him ?” (page 12.) | 

All thefe difficulties we think will be obviated and 
removed, by correcting a very effential error in his 
next paragraph. In this, if we miftake not, he has 
mifquoted the Apoftle’s words, mifapplied them, and 
made him give a very important conclufion, without 
any premifes ! «'Thefe,” fays the reader, “are charges 
of confiderable magnitude: they ought therefore to be 
made out fairly, or retracted.” We engage to do one 
er the other. ‘The quotation to which we refer is 
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in the following words: “ He received Sign of circum. 
cifton, a feal of the righteoufnefs of faith, THAT HE MIGHT 
BE THE FATHER OF ALL THEM THAT BELIEVE, THOUGH 
THEY BE NOT CIRCUMCISED.” (page i2.) ‘Fhat the 
reader may better judge, we will give the paragraph 
entire. 

« But Abraham. was made the father of many na- 
tions ; and all who are of faith are his children, and 
are bleffed with him. ‘This is according to the cove- 
nant of promife which God made with Abraham.” 
‘Fhis is all very well, but he adds, * He recezved the fign 
of circumeifion, a feal of the righteoufnefs of faith, 
HE MIGHT BE THE FATHER OF ALL THEM THAT BE- 
LIEVE, THOUGH THE¥ BE NOT CIRCUMCISED, though 
they be not his natural pofterity, THaT RIGHTEOUS- 
NESS MIGHT BE IMPUTED TO THEM ALso.” Ii Mr. 
Worcefter is correét, it was Abraham’s circumcifion, 
and not his faith, which conftituted him the father of 
believers ! 

The paffage here referred to, is Rom.iv. 11. And 
we complain, 1. That the words are mi/gucted. ‘Lo 
prove this, we need only compare them with the facred 
text. Mr. Worcefter fays, /eal of the righteoufne/s of 


faith, that he might bea father, &c.” The apoitle fays, 


a feal of the rightcoufne/s of THE faith which he had, yt 
being uncircumcfed, Although the words he had, are 
not in. the original, they are neceflarily implied and 
underftood, as in our tranflation. Hadthe words been 
quoted as they are read in our Bibles, they would have 
conveyed quite a different meaning. “We do not inh 
that an author fhould always quote fcripture verbatim, 
but if his variations give a different fenfe, he is certain- 
ly accountable for it. : 

2. We complain that the words are mi/applied 
‘Tisey are applied as they ftand in the Bible, only to 
Abraham. Circumcifion wasa feal to Abraham of his 
faith, but it is not {aid to be fuch to his pofterity, or t@ 
any other perfon upon earth. Mr. Worcefier has made 
it a feal of the righteo ne/s of faith generally. What faith 
can it be fuppofed an infant has of eightdays old 
Was there any faith fealed ta fuch ? What faith wa 
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| 
fealed to a fervant bought with money, who had beer 
brought up in idolatry, and perhaps {till attached to it, 
only compelled to conform to the religion of the Jews, 
becaufe he was a flave ? No man believes that either of 
the two were fubjects of faith. How then, we atk, was 
circumcifion a feal of the righteoufnels of faith to 
them ? But it will be faid, that God commanded them 
to be circumcifed, and therefore it muft have been 
right. With this we fully agree; but God has no 
where faid that it wasa feal of the righteoufnels of 
faith to them. A man may as well believe that every 
baptized infant is fealed with the righteoufnefs of faith, 
though he mayafterwards prove to be a profligate infidel, 
as that circumcifion placed them in this privileged con- 
dition. He mutt give up his common fenfe to believe 
either. We therefore conclude, that if Mr. Worcefter’s 
words mean, what the fame expreffions mean when ufed 
by others, he has apphed an expreflion generally, which 
the apoitle applied only in a particular cafe; which we 
conficer as a mifapplication of the text. 

3. We have charged Mr. Worcelter, with making 
the apottle conclude without premifes. ‘This we are now 
to make out. In order to render it plain to every ca- 
pacity, we will again fet down his quotation. He re- 
ceived the fign of circuimcifion, a feal of the righteouf- 
nefs.of faith, that he might be the father of all them 
that believe, though they be not circumcifed.” The 


-apofile is here made to fay, that Abraham was circum- 


cifed, fo that he might be the father of believers that 
are uncircumcifed! We afk, in the name of common 
fenfe, why it was neceflary for Abraham to be circume 
éifedy ia order-to conftitute him the father of believers 
that are wncircumeifed ? If there can be any other mean- 
ing to the argument, as Mr. Worcefter has placed it be- 
fore the public, we confefs we have not difcernment 
enough to fee it. But is it poflible that the apoftle — 
fhould reafon at this rate? He certainly did not, He 


- is placed m this awkward fituation only for thewant of 


having his argument fairly prefented. In order to fee 
the force of his reafoning, the following words which be- 
gin the quotation, ought to be confidered as a parenthe- 
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fis, as they really are, viz. (And he received the firn ¢ 
circumcifion, a feal of the righteoufne/s of the fuith which Z 
had, yet being uncircumceifed.) ‘Vhe fenfe of the paffize 
will then be plain. The apottle ftates his argument 
thus: For qwe fay, that faith was reckoned to Abrabam for 
righteoufnefs. How was it then reckoned ? when he was in 
circumcifion, or in uncircumcifion ? not in circumcifion, but 
in (and he received the fign, &c.) that 
he might be the father of all them that believe, though they 
be not circumcifed.”° Here the argument refumes its 
native force, and teaches us that faith was reckoned to 
Abraham for righteoufnefs, when he was in uncircum- 
cifion; fo that he might be the father of all other be. 
lievers, though they be not circumcifed. Not that he 
received circumcifion, “FOR THIS VERY PURPOSE,” as 
Mr. Worcefter afferts (page 11) to qualify himto bethe 
father of uncircumcifed Gentile believers. %i 

For what purpofe, it may be afked, was the apoftle’s ‘ 


argument in this mutilated form mtroduced into the ~ 
difcourfes before us ? undoubtedly, to give force to the 
covenant of circumcifion. If it were circumcifion 
that conftituted Abraham the father of believers, it | 
would attach a degree of confideration to that rite, 
which it would not otherwife poffefs. In this way, it | 
is thought to aid the caufe of infant baptifm. Butwe § 
afk, was it not Abraham’s faith which he had long be- 
fore his circumcifion, which, according to the apoftle’s 
argument, conftituted him the father of the faithful 
He being the firft that fubmitted to that rite, might 
conftitute him the father of the circumcifion ; but it was 
his FAITH that conftituted him the father of believers. 
It is conceived that the author of the difcourfes | 
might with as much propriety have argued from this | 
pailage in his context :—For it is written, Curfed is every 
one that hangeth ona tree; that the bleffing of Abrabam 
might come on the Gentiles through Fefus Chrif.?* 
would be impoffible here to fee the propriety of this 
conclufion as it now ftands before us: it is equally fo 
in the one which Mr. Worcefter has introduced above. | 
But-place this in its proper order, and it will alfore- 
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fume its native force. The argument ftands thus. 
Chrift hath redeemed us from the curfe of the law, being, 
made acurfe for us: (for it is witten, Curied is every one 
that hangeth ona tree:) that the blefing of Abrabam 
tnight come on the Gentiles through Fefus Chrifl. The 
blefling of Abraham does not come on the Gentiles, 
lyecaufe every one is curfed who hangeth on a tree ; 
but becaufe Chrift hath redeemed us from the curfe of 
the law. So, neither was Abraham by being circum- 
cifed conftituted the father of believing Gentiles who 
are uncircumcifed ; but by bélieving God, and having 
faith reckoned to him for righteouinefs, when he was 
in uncircumcifion. We now leave it with a candid 
public to determine, whether, in his zeal to fupport his 
hypothefis, Mr. Worcetter has not entirely miftaken and 
mifreprefented the apoftle’s argument, and finally drawn 
a conclufion favourable to his own {cheme, but drawn 
it without any premifes. 

From Mr. Worcefter’s arguments thus corrected, we 
fee nothing which leads to the conclufion that the gofpel 
church (compofed of profefling believers only,) may not 
be coniidered as the children of Abraham, not by circuni- 
cifion, but by faith, and completely d/cfed in him through 
Jefus Chrift ; notwithftanding the covenant, which con 
tained circuincifion, and all the other Jewith rites, Aas 
waxed old and vanifbed away. If our relation to Abra- 
ham can be fuftained on no better ground, than that 
we have had the feal of the covenant, as it is called, 
applied to us in our infancy, (whether by circumcifion 
or baptifm it matters not,) it will leave us in the fame 
wretched condition of the unbelieving Jews. Letwus, 
not deceive ourlelves by {pending our efforts in defend- 
ing the thadow, whilft we give up the fubftance, | 

They which be of faith, faith the apoftle, are ble ffed 
wilh faithful Abraham ; and they which are of fatth, 
the fame are the children of Abraham. The feripture hath 
concluded all under fin, that the PROMISE BY FALTH OF Jun 
sus CHRIST MIGHT BE GIVEN TO THEM THAT BELIEVE. 
For ye are all the children of God by faith in Fefus Chrift. 


kor as many of you as have been baptized into Chrift, have 


278 APPENDIX. 


neither bond nor free, there is neither male nov females fry 
are all one in! Chri Fefus. And if ye be Chrifs, then ave 
ye Abraham's feed, and heirs according to the pre mife.” Every 
fentence which we have now quoted, feems to look 
with a forbidding afpect upon the memberthip and 
baptifm of unbelievers. If the apoftle had really de. 
figned to have barred the claim of infants, and all other 
unbelievers, he could fearcely have ufed language more 
decifive. He has firft informed us that Abraham was 
blefled in believing God. He believed the gofpel that 
was preached to him, concerning his feed, the Mefliah, 
m whom ail families of the carth foould be bleffed. This 
glorious promife has been fulfilling for ages ; andthe 
blefling of Abraham {till comes on the Gentiles through 
Jefus Chrift, and through no other medium. 

The apoftie is particularly careful to eftablith this 
point, that Abraham’s faith was reckoned to him for right- 
coufne/s, when he was in uncircumeifion. By this he has 
excluded circumcilion from claiming the {imalleft thare 
of honour in the falvation of Abraham, or in his being 
the father of other believers. He appears ome 
cautious in difcriminating the characters who are bletl- 
ed with Abraham. His language is, 7/)at God would 
fuftify the heathen through faith. We adds, So then, ‘THEY 
WHICH BE OF FAITH are bleffed with faithful Abraham. 
Again, That the bleffing of Abraham might come on the Gene 
tiles THROUGH Jesus We mutt find fomething 
more favourable to unbelievers than what is here ex- 
prefled, or we fhall be as unable to blefs them, as Ifaac 
was Efau, after he had given the blefling exclufively 
to Jacob. 

Still to imprefs the fentiment more deeply, the apoftle 


again refumes his fubjeét towards the clofe of the chap- 


ter, and adds ; For ye are all the children of God, by faith 
in Chrift Fefus. Not by defcending from Abraham, nor 
any other believer; nor by any external rite whatever. 
For as many of you as have been baptized into Chrift; have 

ut on Chrift. ‘This language agrees perfectly with the 
idea of their being al! But how patflive 
infant, of eight days old, can be faid to put on Chrifi, © 
ws isinconceivable, It might be faid of fuch as are bap- 
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tized in infancy, that Chrift, that is, his name 1s put 
upon them, without either their knowledge or confent 5 
but how it can be rendered actively, you have put on 
Chrif, is difficult to reconcile either to common fenfe 
or totruth. There is neither Few nor Greek, there is 
neither bond nor free, there is neither male nor female ; FOR 
YE ARE ALL ONE IN Curist Jesus. What! whole 
families! believing parents (at leaft one of them) and 
unbelieving children ? faints and finners, all one in 
Chrift ? Strange union indeed! What communion hath 
light avith darknefs ? and what concord hath Chrift with 
Belial ? or what part hath he that believeth with an infidel ?™ 

If St. Paul were to addrefs a modern congregation, 
where perhaps feven-eighths of them had been baptized 
in infancy, could he with propriety addrefs them as he 
did thefe Galatian Chriftians : 4s many of you as have 
been baptized into Chrif}, have put on Chrifi? Ye are all cne 
in Chrift ? Do Pxdobaptift Chriftians themfelves-believe 
this of their families ? Do they believe that. their bap- 
tized but unregenerate children have put on Chrift? 
‘fhat they and their children of this defcription are 
all one in Chritt Jefus ? They certainly do not treat 
them as if they believed any fuch thing; nor can we 
fuppofe they do ferioufly believe it. Yet if they do 
not believe it, will they not feel this conviction, that 
their churches differ effentially from thofe in the apof- 
tolic age? As the apoftles themielves did not profefs 
to know the hearts of others, the language addrefled to 
the Galatians, would be proper to any body of baptized 
profefiors who aéted in character as Chriftians. 

It only remains here to oblerve a few words upon the 
text itfelf. And if ye le ChrifPs, then are ye Abraham’s 
Jeed, and heirs according to the promife. 

We have already feen that the promife here men- 
tioned did not refer to the covenant: of circumcifion, 
but to a previous promife made to Abraham, and con- 
firmed of God in Chrift. We have alfo feen that be- 
lievers only, or fuch as are of faith, are confidered as 
partaking in the bleflings of that promife. But if there 
were nothing in the context to determine us with re- 
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gard to the fubject, one would fuppofe that the text jr. 
felf {peaks a language irreconcileable to the doétrine of 
infant baptifm.* Jf ye be Chrif?s ; this determines oyr 
‘title to the bleffing. This determined the title of oy; 
anceftors, and this will determine the title of our chil. 
dren. But the author of the difcourfes has advocated 
% fentiment exceedingly different from this: it implies 
the following ; Jf ye parents, one or both of you, & 
Chrif?s, then are ye, and all your children, Abraham’s feed, 
and heirs according to the promife. But it will be atked, 
In what fenfe can unconverted Gentiles be confidered 
as the children of Abraham? What promife has God 
ever made to Abraham of {piritual bleflings, that un- 
converted Gentiles may claim, by right of heirfhip? 
The anfwer muft be, None at all. 
Indeed it is believed that Mr. Worcefter himfelf 
has fully conceded this very point, notwithitanding all 
his ‘laboured arguments to prove that the baptized 
children of Gentile believers are Abraham’s feed. 
His words are, “To beceme entitled then to the blef- 
fings of the covenant, Abraham muft walk before God, 


om 


cerely obedient. ‘This was necefiary as it refpected h.m- 
felf perfonally, and equally neceffary as it refpeEted his chile 


titie Abraham and his children to the bleflings of the 
covenant, isnot the fame neceflary for us and our chil- 
dren ? This perfectly agrees with the language of the 
-apoftle in the text, as we underftand him. ye 
Chrif's, that is, have “true faith” in him, ¢hen are je 
Abraham's feed, No Baptift, we believe, ever dil- 
puted but that all fuch, whether young or old, as have 


heirs according to the promife, that all nations fhould be 
blefied in his step. It appears to us, that many of our 


* This text ftands fo fentimentally oppefed to infant baptifm, tht * 
has been a little furprifing that Mr. Woreefter fhould choofe it a the 
foundation of his difcourfes. He muft, we cenceive, have thought it 
more friendly to his fubject than it appears to us: for we are unwilling 
“to fuppefe he chofe it upon the principle which Secrates is faid to have 
chofen one of his wives, the noted Xantippe, (one of the frowat 
women in the world) i. ¢,. to foow his frill in managing ber. 


and be perfect; muft have TRUE FAITH, and be fn | 


dren.” (page 36.) If tinue faith” was neceflary to en- 


true faith in Chrift, are Abraham’s fpiritual feed, and th 
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Peedubapzit brethren miftake the fubject on this ground, 
That the promifes which were mate to Abraham, 
which refpected his /piritual feed only, they apply inail- 
criminately to the natural feed of Gentile believers. 

In the ninth of Romans it is faid, They axe not all I/- 
rael who are of Ifracl ; neither, becaufe they are the feed of 
Abraham, are they all children. They who are the children 
of the flefo, thefe are not the children of God : but the chil 
dren of the promife are counted for the fied. Are not the 
children of Gentile believers, children of the flefhy as 
really as others ? If fo, the apoftle has decided the 
point, that they are not the children of God, nor the 
feed of Abraham: for the children of the promife are 
counted for the feed. By thefe we think no perfon can 
doubt, but the apoftle meant fpiritual perfons, as dif- 
tinguifhed trom the children of the fleth. ‘This perfect- 
ly correfponds with the general tenor of the f@rip- 
tures. ‘This will alfo aflift us in determining who are 
intended by Abraham’s feed in the text. 

On the whole, we cannot perceive that a fingle blef- 
fing is promifed to any unbeliever, throughout the 
whole chapter on which the difcourfes are founded. 
We therefore conclude, that the author, in applying 
them to believing parents, and their unbelieving off- 
{pring ; and by endeavouring to prove, that they are 
all Abraham's fred, and hews according to the promife, has 
applied them in a fenfe, which neither the fcriptures 
in general, nor the apoftle’s reafoning throughout the 


context, will juftify. ‘lhe reader will judge, whether the 


preceding reafoning will fupport this conclufion or not. 

It will be remembered, that we propofed in the be- 
ginning of thefe ftrictures to attempt the proof of two 
points : | 

1. ‘That Mr. Worcefter had miftzken the promife 
in his text, and reafoned from one totally different from 
the one which the apoftle reafoned from. 

2. We propofed to fhow, that his application of 
the promife to believers and unbelievers, or to beliey~ 
ing parents and unbelieving children, was unfcriptural, 
aud contrary to the apoftle’s reafoning. 
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but; ander prefent circumftances, 
we fhould be wantinz to'ourfelves, not to attempt 
vindication. We muft therefore afk the reader’s 
tience.a little longer, ‘hoping’ that, he will candidly at- 
rend to what: we have to fay'to.the things Jaid to our 

charge, and then judge ought to be 
tO our account or not 


vindicated. fromthe Chorges brougl 


+h sCheiftian brother; aiid to-do: 
in temper the gofpel and efpecially,; when we 
feel .ourfelves‘injured by the faults which call ‘for re- 
proof, is by no the: duties of 
holy religion.) 

If the things of which we are ‘shot to dontiptadn had 
emanated from) ayowed enmity, or had been vocifer- 
ated ‘only. by che: tongue of flander, they had ‘never 

excited any; other, emotions in our minds, than pity and 
‘filent but iwhen they-are“ufhered ‘upon the 


public, as undeniable’ and fanétioned’ too by all .. 


the gravity of the pulp they aflume avery ferious and = j 
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This charge comes rather with an ill grace, from a 
man, who has, throughout the difcourfes before us, con- 
ftantly blended the promifes of the covenant of circum- 
cifion, with the promife of the Meffiah, made to Abra- 
bam, years before that covenant exifted. From this 
“‘ unfcriptural blending” of thefe two covenants, which 
in their nature are every way diftinct, it is thought, he 
has given the chief plaufibility to his arguments, which 
they poflefs. Had he confined himfelf to the covenant 
of circumcifion, he could not with propriety have infer- 
red thofe great bleflings, which come on the Gentiles, 
through Jefus Chrift, under the gofpel difpenfation. 

But if Mr. Worcefter has done wrong, in blending 
two covenants which are really diftinét, it will by no 
means exculpate the Baptifts, if they have been guilty of 
the fame. How farthis charge can be fupported we 
know not. Hadit been accompanied by the words of 
the writers referred to, we could more readily have 
judged of its accuracy. This would alfo have given 
the perfons implicated, if living, an opportunity to 
have vindicated themfelves. But it now refts upon the 
denomination at large. 

In reply, we can only fay, we know of no writer of 
our fide of the controverfy, who hag blended the cov- 
enants referred to, any farther than the fcriptures havé 
blended them. What Mr. Worcefter and other Pxdo- 
baptift writers call the Sinai covenant, wants defining. 
They fometimes fpeak of it in fuch a way as would 
naturally lead us to fuppofe, they meant the ten com- 
mandments, or moral law. But furely thefe commands 
are not abolifhed? ‘he moral precepts of that Jaw 

iven from Sinai can never be abrogated. If by the 
Sinai covenant, they mean what-the apoftle calls, The 
law of commandments contained in ordinances ;* we 
Was not circumcifion blended with thefe ordinances? 
Yea, was not this the principal article which occafion- 
ed the “enmity” between Jews and Gentiles, which 
Chrift by the Gofpel difpenfation and by his death 


abolifhed ? That circumcifion was blended with the 


vitual of Mofes, is clear from the words of Chyift te 
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thé Jews. therefore, faid he, gave unto you circum 
cifien (not becaufe it is of Mofés, but of the fathers) 
and ye on the fubbath-day circumcife a man. If a man on 
the fabbath-day receive circumctfion, that the LAW OF 
MosEs sHOULD NOT BE BROKEN; are ye angry, &c. 
« The unfcriptural blending of thefe two covenants 
together, fays Mr. Worcefter, has been a moft prolific 
fource of error. From this fource fprang the error of 
the legal Jews, in former ages; and from the fame 
fource has fprung the error of the Antipzedobaptifts, 
in modern times.” He further adds; “ It was with 
his eye upon this fource of error, that our Lord, when 
in difcourfe with the Jews, he took occafion to men- 
tion circumcifion, the original feal of the Abrahamic 
covenant, was particular to remind them, that i was 
not OF Moses, BUT OF THE FATHERS.” How Mr. 
Worcefter came by his information, that Chrift had 
his “eye upon this fource of error,” we know not. 
We can fee nothing in the context to juitify fuch an 
opinion. Chrift, in vindicating himfelf for having hea!- 
ed aman upon the fabbath-day, adverts to their con- 
duct in circumciting the child which might happen to be 
eight days old on the fabbath. ‘This was certainly ac- 
cording to the law of Mofes,* and it was certainly ac- 
cording to the law given to the fathers.+ How then 
does it appear that they were in an error about circum- 
cifing the child on the fabbath? It does not appear at 
ail. ‘Their error did not lie in this, but in condemn- 
ing the Saviour for doing a deed which no more mil- 
itated with the law of the fabbath, than circumcifing 
the child. bs! 

But if thefe covenants were fo diftinét, how came 
Mr. Worcefter himfelf to blend them? He confiders 
the Sinai tranfaction a renewal of the former covenant. 
His words are, “ At Mount Sinai, the Lord appeared 
in terrible and glorious majefty, and, recognizing the 
ranfomed tribes as the feed of Abraham, renewed with 
them his covenant ; and gave them a code of ftatutes and 

ordinances, called alfo a covenant, which were to con- 


inue until the Meffiah fhould come,” &c. What Mr. 
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"Worcelter here calls a renewal of the covenant, if he 
refers to Exodus xix. 5—8. we think mott likely to be 
the covenant which the prophet Jeremiah had in view, 
which he faid God made with their fathers in the day 


the land of Egypt, which my covenant they brake, although 
Lwas an hufoand unto them, faith the Lord. The Jews 
were very tenacious of the law or ritual of Mofes. Th 
adhered to this long after they had loft the fpirit of 
obedience. But whether it were this, or the /aw of 
sommandmenis contained in ordinances, circumcifion was 
connected with both. And if circumeifion was not con- 
tained in the und writing of ordinances, which Chrift 
blotted ont, and nailed to bis crofs; we think it may be 
difficult to prove, that it has ever been abolifhed. We 
do not fuppofe from this, that any abfolute promife 
which God ever made to Abraliam, or any other per- 
fon, has ever been abolifhed. Conditional promifes, 
fuch as Mr. Worcefter tells us thofe were which rel- 
pected the falvation of Abraham’s feed, and the feed 
of other believers, can be obligatory upon the promiler, 
only by the conditions being fulfilled. And as he has 
ftated thefe conditions, it does not appear that cithes 
Abraham or Ifaac, or any of their pofterity ever fulfilled 
them. If they failed, we ferioufly doubt whether any 
other believer has ever complied with them fully: at 
leaft, it wants proof. 

In all denominations, fome men differ in opinion from 
ethers, and fomie have errors which it would be ungen- 
erous to charge upon the whole: but we think we are 
authorized to fay, that the Baptifts believe, that every 
promife which God made to Abraham refpeéting his 
natural feed has been, or will be fulfilled, in cafe the 
conditions on their part are fulfilled ; but that the 
promifes. fecured to Abraham by covenant refpecuing 


main unaltered. Thefe promifes, which include all Abra 
-ham’s {piritual feed, are abfolute. They are in € 


that more depended on. Abraham’s faith whether 
‘he Meffiah fhould {pring from him, or whether the 04 


the Mefhiah, and the bleffing of the nations in him, '*. 


Jefus 5 and in: bine they are yea andamen. We conceives 


that he took them by the hand, to bring them out of 
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tions thould be bleffed in the promifed feed, that is, m 
Chrift, by believing the gofpel, than it did, whether 
Chrift {hould rife from the dead on the third day. 

But has not the author before us drawn a little from 
this ** prolific fource,” and blended two other covenants 
which are manifeftly diftinét ? We mean the covenant 
of circumcifion, and the new covenant mentioned in the 
prophecy of Jeremiah.* Speaking of the latter, he 
fays, ** This is called, indeed, a new covenant, and on 
this account has fometimes, for want of proper attention 


to the fubjeét, been fuppofed to be different from any 


covenant before eftablifhed with the church. It is 
called a NEW covenant, becaufe of its revival and renewal 
after it had been for a long time greatly obfcured,” &c. 
(page 18.) But after all his ingenious labour to prove 
his point, he has failed 5 and in the very next page, with 
much feeming reluctance, conceded to an important 
difference. Speaking of the new covenant, he fays, 
« In the laft inftance, indeed, there ts an intimation of a 
renewal of heart, in thofe with whom the covenant is 
eftablifhed.” ‘ An intimation,’ Sir; is this all? Is 
there not a pofitive, folemin engagement ? This is an 
article, which mwuft forever diftinguifh this new cove- 
nant. ‘ An intimation of a renewal of heart !” We 
could not have believed, had we not feen it from his 
own pen, that the “ Paftor of the Tabernacle Church 
in Salem,” could ever have fpoken with fuch cold indif- 
ference of the work of the Holy Ghoft in renewing 
the heart. 

‘That we have properly “ attended to the fubject,” 
we prefume not to fay; but this we are free to declare} 
that it appears to us, that God himfelf has diffinguifhed — 
this covenant not only from the one contraftéed' with ‘it, 
but from all others which preceded it. Mark the’ lan. 
guage days come, faith the Lord, that I will make a 
NEW COVENANTS not revive anokKione. I will put my law 
in their inward parts, and write it in their hearts. This 
is not the tenor of any fortner covenant. Is there any 
fuch engagement in that of which circumcifion was the 
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feal ? The fign of that covenant was outward, in the 
fiefh. ‘Thoufands had this fign, which in thefe dif. 
courtes is called the /eal of the righteou/ncft of faith, who 
never, as we have any reafon to believe, had any true 
faith. In this new covenant, a// know the Lord, from 
the to the greate#. A vait proportion of thofe who 
were interefted in the covenant of circuimcifion, and 
had that feal put upon them, we mutt conclude, if we 
believe the fcriptures, never knew the Lord. To fay 
the leaft, this covenant is quite as diftinét from the 
Abrahamic covenant, as that was from the covenant 
which God made with the Ifraelites, when he took 
them by the hand to lead them out of Egypt. 

2. Another charge, though not the next in order, 
which Mr, Worcefter has exhibited againft the « Ans 


baptifts,” as he very faftidioufly calls us, is fo clofely 
sonnected with this, that we proceed next to confiderit. | 7 
« They deny, faith he, God’s everlafting covenant of 


fuperabounding grace, the grand charter of the inher- 
itance and privileges of his people, the fource of blel- 
fings to all the kindreds of the earth.” (page 78.) 
there were any law in force to burn heretics, ! 
know not, my brethren, how we fhould feel to have 
juch a charge as this fulminated againft us ; but 2s 
things now are, I am inclined to think, we fhall be able 
to meet it with a good degree of calmnefs. 

But\on what is this dreadful charge founded ? The 
writer has not.condefcended to inform us; he has made 
the afiertion, and gone on his way. He has left us to 

her his,meaning from the general tenor of the dif- 
courfes before us. From thefe we are led to fuppole 
he muft refer to our not allowing, that the covenant 
made with Abraham, which obliged him to circumcile 
all the males born in his houfe and bought with money, 
obliges Gentile believers to baptize their infants, both 
male and female. ‘This we do not believe : we cannot 
believe it. But is this full proof, that we “deny God's 
everlafting covenant of fuperabounding grace ?” We 
can by no means admit it. Our confciences bear us wit« 
nefs, that we do not knowingly deny any covenant 
which God has revealed in his word ; nor do we feel 


4 


3 
+ 
H 
a 
J 
‘ 


from blood, and from things frrangled, 


APPENDIX. 289 


any other conviction in our minds from this terrible 
charge, than of the miftaken zeal of its author. No; we 
have ever acknowledged “ God’s everlafting covenant 
which contained the promife of the Meffiah, the only 
“fource of bleffings to all the kindreds of the earth.” 
We muft therefore view with the deepeft regret, a de~ 
claration fo evidently unfounded ; a declaration pecul- - 
iarly calculated to inflame the paffions, and increafe the 
unhappy prejudices of thofe who differ from us. 

Nor is it true, that we deny what is called the 
“ Abrahamic,” or covenant of circumcifion. We think 
we acknowledge it in its full extent, as ftated by the 
infpired writers, as really as our brethren do. It is true, 
we do not acknowledge all the inferences they draw 
from it. But is this denying the covenant itfelf ¢ Might 
we not with as much propriety charge them with a 
“ detiial” of the ordinance of baptifm, becaufe they do 
not comply with our views of it, as for them to charge 
us with denying God’s covenant, becaufe we under- 
ftand it differently from themfelves ? 

Some of our reafons for difbelieving that Gentile 
Chriftians are under the covenant of circumcifion, as 
the feed of Abraham were, are founded on the refult 
of the firft Chriftian council, ftated in the xvth of Acts, 
as may be feen in what follows. 

When certain men were come from Judea to Anti- 
och, they taught the brethren, who were Gentile 
believers, that except they were circumei/ed after the man 
ner of Mofes, they could not be faved. Paul and Barna- 
bas withftood them, but could fot convince them. It was 
finally concluded to fend a deputation to the apoftles and 
elders at Jerufalém. And after much confultation this 
was the réfult : For it feemed good to the Hoty Gros, 
and to us,to lay on you no greater burden than thefe neceffary 
things ; that ye abftain from meats (pire to idols, and 

and from fornica- 


tion ; from which if ye keep yourfelves, ye fall do well: 
Fare ye well. 


By the refult of this council, we fee circumcifion 
totally given up, as it refpected the Gentiles, and ne 
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fubftitute named in its room. Had there been bys 
a few Predobaptifts in that council, it is thought they 
would have fettled the bufinefs at once. How eaifil 

they might have ftopped the mouths of thofe fticklers 
for circumcifion |! It would have been only to have 
ufed the modern argument, that baptifm is placed in 
the room of circumcifion. That as they ufed to circum. 
cife their children, (that is, the males) they had need 
only to baptize them. It is perfectly unaccountable 
that Paul and Barnabas, while contending at Antioch 
againft circumcifion, fhould never once think of this ar 
gument. Paul was certainly a very accute reafoner, 
In general we find him to have fully comprehended his 


fubjeét, and alfo to have availed himfelf of the beft to. 


pics of argument. He feems inthis inftance to have 
neglected the only rational ground of defence. But is 
it not pafling firange, that not one in the council, which 
was compofed of nearly all the apoftles and elders of 


the Chriftian church, fhould ever once have mentioned | 
the only argument which would have fatisfied or com ~ 
founded their opponents ? You cannot now talk with — 


a Pxdobaptift five minutes on the fubjeét, but he wil 
tell you, “ baptifm came in the room of circumcifion.’ 
There never was a cafe which more urgently called for 
this argument, nor when it might have been ufed with 
greater profpect of complete fuccefs. How can we ac 
count for its omiffion? In one way, we conceive, and 
in one only ¢ it had then probably no exiftence. 

Had this argument been brought forward in that 
eouncil, it muft have pr@iuced the happieft effects. It 
would have cut like a two-edged fword; for it would 


not only have {tilled thofe Judaizing Chriftians, who | 
were clamouring about circimcifion, but would allo 


have filenced every objelion which any Antipxdobap 
tift could have raifed. 

_ We with here to afk one queftion, and leave it with 
our Pedobaptift friends to anfwer ; and we hope they 
will anfwer it confcientioufly, in the fear of God. 
Should a number of the defcendants of Abraham, at the 
prefent day, embrace the gofpel, and embody into ® 
church ftate, after which a number of Gentile believers 
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fiould propofe to unite with them ; but in order to this 
inion, they fhould infitt upon their being circumcifed 
after the manner of Mofes : fhould both parties agree to 
refer their difficulties to a council, to be compofed 
wholly of Pzdobaptifts,—we wifh to aik, whether they 
do not think that their principal argument with thefe 
believing Jews would be, “ that circumcifion had been 
fuperfeded by baptifm ?” Or, in other words, *’That 
they were now tobaptize their infants, inftead of circum- 
cifing them ?” We wifh not to anticipate their anfwer 
any farther than juft to fay, that fhould they not avail 
themfelves of this argument, they would reafon very 
differently with them, from what they do with us. 
Anfwer it as they may, they mu(t, we think, either 
differ from themfelves, or from the council at Jerufa- 
lem. 

We beg the reader’s indulgence here, while we di- 
refs a few moments from our fubject, to anfwer an ob- 
jection which has often been brought by Pedobaptifts, 
againft giving up circumciffon without a fubftitute. 
They have conftantly argued, that the Jews were fo 
tenacious of this privilege for their children, that they 
would never have peaceably refigned it, without fome- 
thing in its room ; and yet it has often been faid, that 
there was never any difpute about it. Mr. Edwards, 
reafoning upon this very point, has the following re« 
marks: « If,” faith he, ** wetake into confideration the 
character of thofe perfons, among whom this cuftom 
had prevailed, and among whom it is fuppofed to have 
ceafed, we fhall have fufficient reafon to think it impof- 
fible, that a cuftom of this nature fhould be abrogated, 
and they not oppofe a fingle word.”* Will not the reader 
afk, Had Mr. Edwards never read the xvth chapter of 
Acts ? Had he never obferved that the very firft dif- 
ficulty in the Chriftian church which required the in- 
tervention of a council, was occafioned by a contention 
raifed about circumcifion by certain Jewifh believers ? 
We fee nothing in the fcriptures to juftify the opinion, 
that the Jews were temacious of this privilege, any 
etherwife, than as they confidered it an ordinance of 
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God, which they were bound to obferve on pain of 
the divine difpieafure. It appears to us, that Padobap. 
tifts rate the privilege much higher than ever the Jews 
did. Peter certainly confidered it as a yoke, anda 
grievous one too; which neither their fathers no 
they were able to bear. 


It feems to be generally concluded by Pzdobaptifts, 


that the only reafon why the believing Jews made no 


difficulty about the. abrogation of circumcifion, was, 
that infant baptifm was fubftituted in its room. But 
if other Jewifh believers viewed it as Peter did, asa 
yoke, is it not probable, when they were brought into 
the pure liberty of the gofpel, they would be willing to 
difpenfe with fuch a yoke of bondage ? 


We with the reader ferioufly to confider the two fol- 
lowing obfervations : 


l. ‘That the apoftles had continually to contend | ~ 


with Judaizing Chriftians, on the fubject of circum. 
cifion, although Mr. Edwards and others will not allow 
that they “* oppofed a fingle word.” 

2. ‘That in all the inftances in which the apoftles 
had to oppofe the advocates for circumcifion, they never 
once wade ufe of this argument, that the baptifm of i 
fants was fubftituted in its room. 

Both of thefe remarks will be confirmed by a careful 
examination of the following {criptures : Axcept ye be 
carcumcifed, and keep the law of Mofes ye cannot be faved. 


Thou feet, brother, hew many thoufand of the Fews there art 


which believe ; and they are all zealous f the law: 

they are informed of thee, that. thou teacheff all the Fews 
which areamang the Gentiles, to forfake Mofes, faying, 
THEY OUGHT NOT TO CIRCUMCISE THEIR CHILDREN-t 


See. alfo the apoftle’s exhortation to the Galatians; — 


Stand faft, therefore, in, the liberty wherewith Chri/t hath 
made us free, and be not entangled again with the yoke of 
bandage. Bebold, I fay UNIO that YB BE 
CUMCISED, CHRIST SHALL PROKIT YOU NOTHING.-{ To 


the Philippians he faith, Beware of. dogs, beware of ee 


workers, beware of the concifion, And to Titus 


° A&s XY. Ty + A&s XXL. 20, at. Gal. v. I, 1. 


§ Ehil, iii, 2. 
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There are many unruly and vain talkers aftd decervers, B8- 
PECIALLY THEY OF THE CIRCUMCISION 3 twh2/e mouths 
mujt be flopped ; who fubvert whole houfes, teaching things — 
which they ought nat, for filthy lucre’s fake.* 
Can any man feriouily confider thefe paflages, with 
many others of the fame import, and then conclude, 
that the Jews made no difficulty about giving up cir- 
cumcifion? that they did not ‘* oppofe a fingle word ?” 
We fhould think, that we were only beating the air to 
reafon with fuch a man. : 
If our reafonings on this head fhould produce no 
other effect, will they not exor-<rate us from the un- 
chriftian charge, that we “ deny God’s everlafting cov- 


enant Feeling ourfelves acquit, we /eave the author 


to aniwer it to his God, and to his con{fcience. 

3. “© They deny (faith he) the church of God, 
which was formed in the family of Abraham,” &c.+ 

How has Mr. Worcefter proved this? How! by 
his own afizrtion, as he has the moft of his other 
charges. We are obliged to find out his meaning, if we 
can, from the general drift of his difcourfes. As this 
charge immediately follows the one we have juft been 
confidering, it is probably drawn from the fame prem- 


ifes. Andin anfwer to it we need only fay, we are not 
-con{cious of denying thing re{pecting the * church 


formed in Abraham’s family,” which the feriptures 
eftablifh, or which reafon requires us to believe. We 
know of nothing.on which the charge can be founded, 
but what has been obviated under the, preceding article, 
unlefs it be this; that we do not believe: the gofpel 


church to bea mere continuation of the old Jewith, but 
{poritual honfe built up of lively ftoness. We conceive 


the charge, therefore, as unfounded as it would be to 
charge us with denying that Great.Britain, with which 
we were once connected, was a lawful government, be- 


caufe we are.not now under-it, but enjoy different and 
_ greater privileges, uader a different conftitution. 


Without “ difplaying any thing like a f{pirit of perfe~ 
cution, or even of uncharitablenefs,” (fee page 78,) 
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by our miniftry, teftify, if they have ever feen any thing j 


« to lament the languor of our zeal in this precious caule 
that we love and pray for its profperity ; and whilft 


judgment is with the Lord, and our work with our Gob 
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4. The grand provifion, which, in his infinite 
wifdom and grace, Jehovah has been pleated to make 
for the prefervation of a righteous {eed upon earth, and 
for the maintenance and promotion, from age to age, of 
his caufe and kingdom in this hoftile world, they not only 
deny, BUT OPENLY CONTEMN.” ITs it not a profanation 
of language to talk of « charitablenefs” towards any fed 
of profefling Chriftians, and at the fame time to charge 
them not only with denying, but op:nly contemning the 
grand provifion which God has gracioufly made, for the 
promotion of his caufe and kingdom in the world? 
This charge, however, appears to us fo totally unfound- 
ed, and fo far from that fpirit of meeknefs, which the 
love of Chrift infpires, that we {hall attempt no other 
vindication, but a folemn appeal to facts, and to the 
feelings of our fellow-men. Let thofe, who are be 
acquainted with our fentiments, with our doétrine, with 
our daily converfation and practice, teftify, if they think i 
us the open deniers and contemners of the provifion which | 
God has made for the “promotion of his caufe and 
kingdom in the world.” Let the thoufands in Amer f 
ica, whom .God has gracioufly condefcended to convert 


in our conduct towards themfelves or others, which | 
could juftify fuch a charge. Let the converted Hin | 
doos of Hindoftan declare, if they think the men who | 
have left their friends, their country, and almoft every 
enjoyment held dear by civilized man, to publifh m 
thofe benighted regions the precious name of a Saviour: |— 
let thefe teftify, if they have feen any thing in them, | 
which looks unfriendly to the promotion of the caule | 
ef God in the world. Although we have much reafon 


yet our confciences bear us witnefs in the fight of God, 


thus unjultly charged, we think we can rejoice, that o#” 


6, ‘The author of the difcourfes, ftill continuing his 
of accufation, adds—« deny and contemu 
grace which is fo kindly and fo condefcenting!? oferté 
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for the fpiritual renovation and everlafting falvation of 
the feed of the church.” (page 79.) 

An inquifitive mind, if permitted, would naturally 
afk two or three queftions upon this article. Do not 
the {criptures confider the church as the bride, the Lamb’s 
wife, and the Saviour himfelf as the Bridegroom ? 
What /eed then has the church, that are not “ renovat- 
ed?” Hasthechurch, properly fpeaking, any children 
but fpiritual ones ? What grace is that fo “ kindly offer- 
ed,” which the Baptifts “ deny and contemn ?” And to 
whom is it offered? to parents for their children, or to 
children for themfelves ? We know of no other grace, 
nor can we conceive of any which the author can have 
reference to, but the grace of infant baptifm. We know 
of nothing which diftinguifhes the children of Pxdo- 
baptifts from the children of other believers, only their 
baptifm. It will be admitted, that there are unworthy 
profeffors in all denominations, from whom it would be 
improper and difingenuous to form a judgment of the 
whole. But it is not perceived, that Paedobaptifts in 
general difcover any more folicitude for the eternal fal- 
vation of their children, than what is apparent in other 
Chriftians. Do they more generally reftrain them froin 
the vanities of the world? Or do they pray more fire- 
quently, or more fervently for them than others? They 
may indeed prefent their fupplicatiof&& upon a different 
footing from what the Baptifts do.) #They may plead 
their covenant relation to God; that they Ave Abraham 
to their futher: whereas others have nothing to plead 
for theirs but the merits of a Saviour, or what is call- 
ed “the ancovenanted mercy of God.” An obfervation 
made by Paul, in his epiftle to the Romans, may eaft 
fome light upon the fubjeét. “What advantage then, faid 
he, hath the Few ? Or what profit is there of circumcifion ? 
M. uch every Way ; chiefly, becaufe that unto them were com- 
mitted the oracles of God.* If to enjoy the oracles of 
God was the chief advantage which the circumcifed Jew 
had above others ; and “ baptifm places children in the 
fame relation to the church as circumcifion did,” it will 
be difficult, we believe, to point out any great advan- 
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tages) which the'childreri of Paedobapti(ts enjoy, which 


are not equally enjoyed byothers. ‘Lhe oracles of God, 
as farvag we kriow, are‘as frecly and fully enjoyed by 
the clildren of the Baptiftsj-as by amy others. St. 


the: real valuc ‘of alkthe privileges! to be derived from 
the covenant of circumcifion. Zheugh I might faivh 
he, hawe confidence in the flefo. If any other man thinketh be 
hath aobereof he. may truft in the mores Civciime 
tifed the cig hth day, of the fleck of Ifrael, of the tribe of Bens 
the Hebrews, €S'c.' But what thi 
were gain ‘tome for Chri. Yea doubtles; 
and I count all thirrgs but lof. excellency of the dnote 
edge of Chrift Lord ; for whom Suffered the 
lofeof all things, and de count them but dung. that I may 
win Chrif.* Wevery much doubt, whether any 

fons’ who were ‘ever truly hainbled before God, under 
# fenle of :their: and’ unworthiaefs, then felt ag 
if they had: any thing to plead but pure mercy, All 


covenant relation to’'God, at once difappeared, and thofe 
things which before they had reckoned upon as. - 
tling them to divine they but 
might win Chrift. 

Phe following; founds very different to us, ere is 
ftyle Of the NewePeftament writers, viz. Conditional 
promifes to parent$, by which their or may. 
not become fubjects of! grace.” (page 38.) Grace 
fo kindly offered to us‘ for our children.” (page 77-) 
And grace offered for ivitaal renovation of the 
feed of the (page 79:) This language is about 
umntelligible to a Baptitt; that. was to ehemiad; 
which wasdpokemby the children of thofe Jews who 
Kad'inarried: wives’of Webhence leave it 
to:thofe:-who can’ beter undenftand 1 ty and proceed to. 
6. great body God's vifible profeffing peo- 
ple; even ithe: wosi) and the 


BAYTHFUL, for-hundreds of years, utterly fet 


ti, 4, 5, 7, 2 + Nehemiah 23, va 
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us conftituting no. part of the true church of Chrift, but 
only a part of Antichrift.” | 
We very much regret, that Mr. Worcefter fhould 
throw out fuch an unqualified charge, without produ- 
cing a ferap.of proof to fupport it. Can we fuppofe, that 
che ferioufly believed this to be the fentiment of the 
‘Baptifts inygeneral ? If fo, we thall ftill regret, that he 
has undertaken to reprefent to the world, or rather 
to mifreprefent the fentiments. of a people, which he 
knows fo little about. A 


~-) Could any thing ‘be produced from the writings of 


an individual, which might feem to bear hard upon the 
vifibility: of the Pedobaptift churches, this alone would 
not prove it to be the gerieral fentiment of the denom- 


‘mation. Do not the printed works of the Baptifts, 


from timeimmemorial, abundantly fhow that they hold 
no fuch fentiment: ? 
Theewriter of thefe theets thinks it incumbent on 
himfelf, in this: place to.declare,; that as far as he has. 
been able to underftand the fentiments. of his own det 
nomination, both in Europe and America, they never 
have denied that Pzdobaptifts were vifible Chriftians; 


that a number of them united together, may be con- | 


fidered as 2 vifible. church; and that a minifter regu- 
larly placed over: them, may be a vifible minifter' of 
Chri. Yet they confider:themy imdividually and 
edly, in an error with refpect to Bbaprifm that f far 
as their vifibility depends on baptifmy fo far it is’ défect- 
wwe Wethink wecan fay, in the fincerity of our 
hearts, that we unfeignedly love our Padobaptift breth- 
wen; who/appear to walk in the (pirit of the gofpel ; 
and are determined to treat them as Chriftians; but 
as Chriftians. whom we view in am error, as exptefled 
above, notwithftanding the hard things they are faying 
of us... ff Mr. Worceiter can make out, that our deny~ 
ing the validity of their baptifm,) is denying that they 
make any ‘* part of the true church, but only a part of 
Antichrift,” then his affertion may. be true, and not 
etherwife. The fition, however, is too abfurd to 
be admitted; for it would bring, us to'this,conclufion, 
that’ baptifin ¢onftituted the true. chyech, of 
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then confequenily nothing more would be neceilarg 
to make men true Chriftians, but to be rightly baptized. 
6. ‘Fhe author of the difcourfes has charged the 
Anabaptifis® with placing itrefs upon baptifm in 
their mode, as to make it the fubject on which to dif- 
playtheir greate/? zeal; thus making people believe, in too 
many inftances, that going into the water will anfwer 
all the purpoles of their prefent comfort and of their 
eternal falvation.” (Note, page 73.) 

Can Mr. Worcefter lay his hand upon his heart, and 
jolemnly declare, that he believes the above charge to 
be trne ?) If he believes it, he believes it becaufe he has 
evidence of its truth; for he is certainly a rational 
man, and no rational man will believe without evidence. 
lf he has evidence, he certainly can exhibit it to the 
public. And that we may be either proved guilty, or 
elfe honourably acquitted, we call upon him as a gentle- 
man, aman df Aonour, as a Chriftian, as a Chriftian 
smumifter, to bring forward the proof, that we “ difplay 
our greateit zeal in making people believe, that going 
into the water will anlwer alilthe purpofes of their prei- 
eat comfort and of their future falvation.” 

_» Jf it; could be fairly proved, that any minifter who 
bears the name of a Baptift, had fo far departed from 
ovr. known and avowed fentiments, as to teach in the 
manner ftated in thei charge, he would, on being con- 
vitted, be immediately rejefted from our connexion. 
Isisnotorious to all who have the leat knowledye of 
our fentiments, that we baptize only upon a proft/ion of 
faith. That is, fuch perfons only as an a judgiwent of 
charity, are thought to be experimental Charitians. 
“The term Anahaptift, bas by commonconfent been permit! er to 
ofe for about half a century. During this period, our ap gpents have 


netally becn content to call as Baptifts: but Mr, Worcelter thinks it 
not y deferiptive Tor he faye, We arc all Baptitts,” and‘he nce 
he we Perbuptige (aa he yealls it)ifuch as they have fprinkled io 
infancy, Anabaptift is the mol proper.termrof diftinction (See his. note, 
page 66.) ‘A gentleman in Connecticut, who has lately publithed a Jarge 
pumpliie on the fubjet of baptifm, &«. feems not content with any 
pares they hame -hitherto given us. Ele choofes to. diftinguifh us by 
the terme Raptifts, and Duck+dippiag Baprifts, Wadw net 

how Dany More pames After all, it will be remenshered, that 
Srpuments, ate very different things, © 
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Should any defire to be baptized upon the principle 
laid down in the charge, it would in our opimon prove 
them totally unqualified for the ordinance. ‘Lhe pub- 
lic have the charge before them, but candour requires 
that they fhould fufpend their opinion until proof is 
exhibited to fubftantiate it. Mere vague report, or even 
fome folitary inftances of real imprudence, if fuch could 
be found, would not be deemed fufficient to fix a charge 
generally upon the whole denomination. Permit us to 
afk, Do we preach more frequently upon baptifm in 
our mode, than Padobaptifts do upon the fame fubject 
in theirs ? Do we write and publifh more books ia 
defence’ of our fentiments than they do of theirs ¢ Facts 
{peak fo plainly to the contrary, that we think no one 
will affert it. Do we * plage fuch a ftrefs upon bap- 
tifm. in our mode,” as to adminifter the ordinance to 
any who cannot give a fatisfactory and {criptural reafon 
of their hope? We certainly do not. ‘The miniiters 
of our denomination, perhaps all of them, have frequent 
applications for baptifm by perfons who are otherwife 
decent, but not being able to give evidence of a change 
of heart, they are denied. How then does it appear 
that we are guilty of “making people believe, in too 
many inftances, that going into the water will anfwer 
all the purpofes of their prefent comfort and eternal 
falvation ?” It does not appear at all, at leait from any 
thing known to us. On the whole, the charge before 
us has an afpedt fo perfectly refembling what the {crip-+ 
tures call flander, that if it had come from almoft 
other quarter befides from the Rev. Mr. Worcefter, we 
Should have been liable to have niWtaken at dor tliat 
deteftable wice. by 

7. The next thing which we fhall nattce, is a.charge 
againft us of ‘ delufion and fuperftition,” on the ac- 
count of our pretending to follow Chrift into the water. 
(See note, page 71.) 

This charge is indeed in the form of a gueftion ; but 
it is-eyidently intended tomflert what it feems to in- 
quire after. It is ftated thus:) Does not the idea, 
of folowing Chrift into, the water, which 
mnhappily fo powerful an effect upon many gninils, pare 
sakewery much of the nature ofdelufon atid 


7 
a 
¢ 
it 


300 APPENDIX. 


That the reader may better underftand Mr. Worcef-. 
ter’s argument, we obferve, that the objeét of the nore 
from which the above is extracted, is to explain away 
the evidence arifing in. favour of immerfion, from John’s 
baptifm ; or to prove that John’s baptifm was not Chrif- 
tian baptifn; therefore, as Chrift was baptized by him, 
it was “no example for Chriftians.” 

« Chrift’s baptifm,” faith he, “* was defigned regularly 
“eto introduce him into his prieftly office, according te 
the law of Mofes, under which he commenced his min- 
iftry, and which it behoved him.to fulfil.” ‘This fame 
fentiment was. made the theme of a fmall pamphlet, 
publifhed fome years ago by Mefirs. Fifh and Crane, 
entitled, «* The baptifm of Jefus Chrift not to be imi» 
tated by Chriftians.” We have noticed obfervations 
to the fame import in the writings of feveral other 
Pzdobaptifts. 

The author before us.continues his argument thus: 

« There is no evidence that Chrift was buried in the 
water; and even if he were, his baptifm was of an im- 
port very different from that of the baptifm which he 
afterwards. inftituted for his followers. Are we to go 
into the water, under the idea of following Chrift—into- 
his prieftly office? Ought we'to call. this de/ufion and 
uperfiition, or ought we to call it the height of impiety?” 
The reader will here obferve, that this argument 
denies that Chrift’s baptifm would be an example for 
believers, if it could be proved beyond a doubt that he 
were: immerfed by John, in Jordan. The reafon aflign- 
_ed, is, ‘his baptifm was of a different import from that 
which. he inftituted:-for his followers.” So it feems then, 
he did not intend his followers fhould. follow: him. Was 
mot every other act of Chrift’s life; after he entered on 
his public work, as really of a ‘ different import” from 
the. work afligned us, as. his baptifm? If fo, in what 
then are we to follow him ? 

Our Peedobaptift brethren argue their mode of fprink- 
ling. from the. {prinklings wnder the law. Thete, ne 
doubt, were precifely of the fame import of infant bap- 
tifm:. no difficulty in: tracing a.complete refemblance 
here, though the fprinkling were only of blood and 
athes! But we talc of following Chrift intovthe 
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water, fo as to have our baptifm refemble his, we are 
chargeable with the “ height of impiety !” 

We will now confider the arguments by which this 
charge is fupported. It is faid that * Chrift’s baptifm 
was dcfigned regularly to introduce bim. into his prieitly 
office, according to the law of Moles.” Hence this 
conclufion is drawn, that for any to pretend to imitate 
him in his baptifm, muft be a facrilegious intrufion upon 
his prieftly cfiice. 

Bat the fentiment ftated above labours under feveral 
important difficulties: a few of them will be briefly 
noticed. 

1 By the law of Mofes, no franger who was not of 
the feed of Aaron, might come near to offer incenfe/on. 
pain of death.* Every thing which pertained to the 
fervice of the tabernacle was committed tothe Levites, 
and the /franger that fhould dare to come nigh was ta 
be put to death.+ By the ftranger here, we are not ta 
underftand the Gentiles, but any of the other tribes. 
As the tribe of Levi was felected for all the outward 
fervice of the tabernacle, fo the priefthood was exclu- 
fively given to the houfe of Aaron. How then, we 
afk, could Jefus Chrift be baptized, to introduce him 
‘“‘ regularly into his prieftly office, according to the law 
of Mofes,” when by that very law he could not be a 

2. If Jefus had been of the tribe of Levi, and of the 
family of Aaron, his baptifm.by John in Jordan could 
not have ‘regularly introduced him into his prieftly 
office, according to the law of Mofes;” for it did not 
correfpond at all with that law, refpecting 2 regular in- 
duétion into the prieft’s office. ‘The form of induction, 
as prefcribed by Mofes, is as follows :—-And this is the 
thing that thou fbalt do unto them, to hallow them, to min- 
ifter unto me in the priefts’ office. Take one young bullock, 
and two rams without blemifb ; and unleavened bread, &c, 
And Aaron and bis fons thiu fha!t bring unto the doar of the 
tabernacle of the congregation, and /balt wafh them with 
water, &c. After this they- were to be adorned: with. 
holy garments, the bullock and the rams to be facri-_ 
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-ficed, and Aaron and his fons fprinkled with the bloo®. 
This account may be feen at large in the twenty-ninth 
chapter of Exodus, which the reader is defired to com- 
pare with the baptifm of Jefus by John in Jordan; and 
then let him afk himfelf, whether he can poflibly believe 
that the latter was intended “regularly to introduce 
him into his prieftly office, according to the law of 
Mofes.” Had John attempted to have wathed Jefus at 
the door of the tabernacle, witha view to induét him 
into the prieft’s office, it is probable the whole nation 
would have rifen up againft them: for they were fo 
zealous of the law of Mofes, that Mr. Edwards tells us, 
“they would wrangle for a rite, quarrel for a faft, and 
almoft fight for a new-moon.” 

$. Another infuperabledifficulty, which attends Mr. 
Worcefter’s explanation of the baptifm of Chrift, is, he 
was not made a prief after the law of a carnal command- 
ment, but after the power of an endle/s life.* He not only 
pertained to another tribe, of which no man gave attendance 
at the altar, but was a prieft of an order every way dif- 
tinct from the order of Aaron, or any thing prefcribed 
by the law of Mofes. By the oath of God, Chrift was 
made a prieft after the order of Melchizedec.t Let it be 
fairly proved, that Melchizedec’s order of priefthood 
required that Jefus fhould be baptized in Jordan, and 
we will acknowledge the argument to be in point. But 
even'to admit this, would eftablifh another interefting 
idea, i. e. that Melchizedec was alfo a Baptift ! 
From the preceding remarks it appeafs that Mr. 
Worcefter’s affertion, that “ the baptifm of Chrift was. 
regularly to introduce hirh into his prieftly office,” 1s. 
not only without foundation, but we conceive utterly 
incapable of proof. If the law of Mofes limited the 
priefthood to the tribe of Levi; then Jefus, who .was. 
of the tribe of Judah, could not by that law be regu/ar- 
ly introduced into the prieft’s office.. And if by divine 
appointment the perfons legally qualified to be induct« 
ed into the prieft’s office, were to be wa/bed at the 
door of the tabernacle—clothed with . hol garments—and. 
fprinkled with blood, then the baptifm of Jefus in Jordan, 


* Heb. vii. 16, t PGlm x & 
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it differed from every thing prefcribed by the law of 
Motes, cannot be confidered as anfwering any require- 
ment of that law. And if Chrift were a prieft after 
the order of Melchizedec, then the law of Mofes re- 
{fpeéting ‘the Aaronic priefthood, had nothing to do 
with his induétion into his prieftly office.* 

Is it not aftonifhing that men who have the Bible in 
their hands, can reafon at fuch a rate’; and, with ‘an 
ailurance peculiar to themfelves,” affert, that the bap- 
tifm of Chrift is not to be imitated by Chriftians ;” but 
was “intended to introduce him into his prieftly of- 
fice ;” therefore to pretend to follow him into the water, 
muft be “delufion and fuperftition,” if not the very 
‘height of impiety 

What effect Mr. Worcefter’s alarming charge of 

‘¢ delufion and fuperftition,” may have on fuch of his 

brethren as are diffatisfied with their infant baptifm, 
' and who have almoift determined to follow Chrift in his 
holy ordinances, we know not. It is poflible that it 

: may deter them fromi their duty a little longer, but we 
. : think in the end, they mutt fee, that all his « exhibi- 
tion of {cripture argument,” amounts to nothing more 
than a bold affertion. If there be any law of Mofes, that 
required Jefus to be baptized in Jordan, we {hall thank 
Mr. Worcefter to point it out to us; for we cannot 
| find it in our Bibles. If no fuch law ever exifted, we 


* Great as Abraham the patriarch and father of the Jewith church 
was, the priefthood of Chrift is reckoned after the order of one who 
was faid to be greater than him. (Heb. vis 7.) As Melchizedec 
brought forth bread and wine to Abraham, when he was returning from 
the flaughter of the kings and blefied him; fo Chrift inftituted bread 
and wine as the fymbols by which his death fhould be commemorated 
to the end of time. ‘This, and his offering of himfelf upon the tree of 
the crofs, were acts which particularly diftinguifhed the prieftly office 
of Chrift. We have no account of his ever officiating as a prieft in the 
teniple. He prefented neither blood nur incenfe, befides his own. 
For if be were on earth, faid the apoitle, be joould not be a pricf, Seeing 
that there are pricis that offer gifts according to the law.t ‘Vherefere 
Chrift, as the great Apoftle aad High Prieit of our profeflion, when 
he had made this one offeting for fin, did not enter into the holy place 
' made. with hands, but inte heaven itfclf, by his own blood, and néw 

appecrs in the prefence of God for us. | | 
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mut conclude the\ baprifn of hath dine ot he 


The will: te ithe obfervations ‘we have 
made, ‘With thofe parts of the facred foriptures to-which 
they'refer; particularly to Paul’s account of the 
hood of Jefus:Chrift; in his epiftie to the Hebrews. . Hf 
be'made by an honeft mind, aided bythe 
anfiuences!of ‘the Spirit of truth, we have 
‘but all his ‘fears of:its being mere “ delufion 
‘fuperftition,” ‘to »follow the ‘blefied Saviour in 
wall inftantly vanith away. He will 
‘with grateful and adoring views:of the-condefcenfion of 
vthe Son of: God, follow him into:his 
Watery grave, and be buried with bimiin ifm, in ithe 


of Rife. 

of and impiety ‘only on fuchas 
by “following Chrift into the, water, to. “ follow 
shiarin-his:prieftly office,” it will-implieate none of the 
“Baprifts »ifor' we prefame none of them ever believed 
whim torbe-baptized for that None: but Predo- 
cautioufly fhun thie awfitl délufionot 
tating Chrift.in his baptifm,” ‘believe any fuch thiog. 
Dhere mutt be a greater difplay:of « fcripture argamefit ” 
we have ever yet:féen, to convince. us that Chrift 
Ps .- immerfed by John to fulfil the law of Mofes. 

‘Tt ts ‘plain ‘to be feen, how’much: ‘Mr. Worcefter re- 
that the idea’of **following ‘Chrift into the wa- 
which. he fays bras unh fo powerful an effect 
minds,” fhould. all bedeft in. the hands 

hee Baptitts, fort'of popular charm, 
le into the water. -That it has a very ‘ pow- 
effect” heaven-born foul, we have 10 
ber we-ndver before théard that it: was an ‘“un- 
thofe Who have felt its fluence are 
wall. certainly. be turned 

| the'wheleywe {ee nothing-which: bitls 
be to believe, that did ‘nse intend’ bis 
field imitated followers. ‘The Jews 
that ‘they were not it's, but Moles’ 
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dnd fome Pedobaptifts feem to exult that they are not 
fo déladed a8 follow into the water, to imitate 
‘his ‘baptifmial example. “We envy not their happinefs, 
‘but we ‘freely 'confefs, we afpire after the felicity of 
thofe of whom it will'one day be faid, Zhe/e are they 
which FoLLow THE whitherfoever be gocth.® 
“There are matiy' other things in the difcourfes which © 
_ have been the fubjeét of thefe animadverfions, which 
we  confider as ‘highly reprehenfible, ‘but our limits for- 
‘Pid that ‘we fhould enlarge. A few things, which re- 
fpect the mode of baptifm, will probably be noticed 
in our next feétion. Mr. Edwards propofed a fhort 
méthod with ‘the Baptifts, but Mr. Worcefter has taken 
a ftill fliorter; for while the former attempted to run 
down one or two of their nvain arguments, the latter 
has only to-declare that they do not “touch the point,” 
andthe bufinefs is done. His words are, “The ar 
- ‘ments moft in ufe among the’ Antipxdobaptifts, and of 
the preateft efficacy, as a fort of popular charm, do nét 
touch the points of real difference between us and 
‘them.” (Note, page 58.) If the “ real points of differ- 
‘ence ‘have not been touched,” in the preceding theets, 
we fhdll’ only have’ to regret our’ inability to diftern 
them. objcét has_been to “touch” them fo ‘as to 
“be felt, “yet in a refpectful candid manner; whether we 
Have'failed in the attempt an impartial public will judge. 
‘Confciows of having directed our arguments to the “ real 
points of difference,” it would give us little pain fhould 
any gentlenran mode/fly declare them nothing morethan 
popular charm.” ‘We pray God to fucceed them, 
forthe removal of real differences between good men. — 


- 


BiriGtures on the of the Rev. Mr. orcefler, 
Ofgoott, and cthers, upon the MODE of Baptifim. — 
te to wrlte:ior ‘foes’ fo 
not to be cerifured by thofe who are difpofed tocavil, 
your fentiments ‘are ‘confiftent,” fay our opponents, 
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“why do you talk about the mode of baptifm? Immer- 
fion and baptifm mutt be fynonyimous terms with you.” 
They are indeed fo with us, and when we talk or write 
to thofe of our own denomination, we ufe them in this 
fenfe. But, fays another, “ the difpute is not about 
baptifm itfelf, but only about a mere mode of baptifm.” 
Very well; let it be mode, if we can only underftand 
one another. We fhall therefore ufe the term muck, 
not meaning by it to concede that there are different 
modes equaily valid, but as being beft adapted to explain 
the different views of the two denominations. “ The 
queftion,” faith Mr. Worcefter, “ properly between us, 
is not this, Whether any were baptized in the days of 
Chrift and his apoftles by immerfion or dipping ; but it 
is precifely this, Whether immerfion or dipping be the 
only valid mode of baptifmn.” (Note, page 73.) 

If Mr. Worcefter himfelf can touch the points of 
real difference between us and them,” and this is an 
accurate ftatement of one of them, it will marrow the 

ound of controverfy confiderably. By this ftatement 
m will be feen, that if it be not a queftion between us 
and them, “whether fome were baptized in the days 
of Chrift and his apoftles by immerfion,” then it muft 
be a conceded point that there were fome immerfed at 
that period. And if it be not a queftion, whether im- 
merfion or dipping be a valid mode of baptifm, but 
whether it be the valid mode,’ then immerfion 
as unqueftionably a valid mode. ‘I'he * point of ditier- 
ence” is here fo nicely “touche, as to leave our 
practice on the firm bafis of apoftolic authority. Let 
the author before us prove fprinkling to be equally 
valid, and there will be no queftion about thar: it will 
then be acknowledged by us as well as them, that both 
are valid. : 

That immerfion is an apoftolic valid mode, is as capa- 
ble of proof as any other event placed at that diftance. 
“But it may be afked, How is it to be proved? We 
anfwer, lft, from a fair and candid conftrudtion of 
Acripture teftimony refpecting the ordinance; 2d, from 
the moft authentic ecclefiaftical hiftory; and.3d, we 
alfo prove it from the full and fair conceflions, of ,aany 
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of the moft learned and pious Pedobaptifts them- ; 
felves.* | 

After furnifling all this kind of proof, in the moft ; 
ample and plenary manner, our opponents tnfiit that 7 
we mutt alfo di/prove their mode. We can {ce no pro- 
priety in fuch a demand, nor tha!l we undertake it, any 
further than the proving our own will difprove theirs. 
If they practife fprinkling for baptifm, they certainly 
ought to exhibit proof of its validity. 

Mr. Worcefter charges the author of the Seven Ser- 
mons on the fubjects and mode of baptifm, that “ he 
ajjerts much and proves little.” We think that fome of 
his own ailertions would have carried quite as much 
conviction, if they had been fupported by a little more 
proof. His fifth inference labours for the want of proof. 
It is ftated as follows: It may be inferred from our 
fubject, that fprinkling or affufion is a valid and fcrip- 
tural mode of baptifm.” (page 64.) Det from what is 
this inference drawn ? Not from any direct feripture 
teftimony, for the fcriptures are wholly “filent.”+ Not 
from any authentic hiftory, “ becaufe there is nothing 
directly on the fubjeét, either for or againit infant bap- 
tifm, in the fragments which have come down to us of 
the writings of the firft century.”t It muft therefore 
reft on the following circumftances: That a church was 
conftituted in the family of Abraham ; that circumcifion 
was a feal or token of memberfhip in that church ; 
thet the fame church has been continued under the 
gofpel difpenfation, and for ages has been exclufively 
among the Pxdobaptifts ; that God has owned them as 
his church; and they have always practifed {prinkling 
or affufion; therefore, {prinkling or affufion is a valid 
| and feriptural mede of baptifm” If the inference has 

any thing better than the above to fupport it, we very 
much miftake. As a fpecimen of Mr. Worcefter’s rea- 
foning in fupport of the inference, the reader will take 
the following: “ But if there have been, in every peri- 
od, a true church in the world ; then there have been, 
in every period, effentially correct views of the facra- 


* See Part Il. Se&. iv, and v. 
Mr, P. Edwards, Mr. Worcefter, note, page 6e, 
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ments and feals of the church. In particular, fince the 
alteration of the firft feal, there muft have been eflen- 
tially correct views of baptifm: for it were no lefs 
abfurd in itfelf, than incompatible with the purpofes 
and promifes of God, to fuppofe that at any period a 
true church has exifted without effentially correct views 
of the firft facrament and feal.” 

«It is, however, (continues the author) a well fup- 
ported fact, that in the firft ages of Chriftianity, and 
for about twelve or fifteen hundred years, baptifm by 
{fprinkling or affufion was univerfally allowed to be 
fcriptural and valid. Lven thofe who in ordinary cafes 
baptized by immerfion, did not deny, but admitted, the 
validity of baptiim by fprinkling or affufion.” (page 
64, 65 ) 

The reader will here notice another full and fair 
conceflion—that the manner of baptizing was in ordi 
nary cafes by IMMERSION. ‘This is an undoubted fac: 
but that {prinkling, during the apoftolic age, and for 
two centuries after, was allowed to be /criptural, of, 
properly {peaking, walid, we thall not believe without 
proof. .Eufebius, about the middle of the third century; 
gives us the following account of Novatus: “ te fell 
into a grievous diftemper, and it being fuppofed that 
he would die immediately, he received baptifm (being 
be/prinkled with water) on the bed. whereon he lay; if 
that can be called baptifm.”* If {prinkling were con- 
fidered equally valid as immerfion, why fhould this 
ancient father make the above exception ? If equally 
valid, why fhould the Neacefurian Council declare fuch 
perfons incapable of being admitted to the degree of 
prefbyters in the church?+ We have never yet feen 
any fair proof that fprinkling was in any inftance ad- 
mitted in the apoftolic age. But after in{piration had 
ceafed, and men began to mix their own mvecntions 
with the pure doétrine. of Chrift, and had concluded 
that baptifm was effential to falvation, cafes frequently 


occurred which they called cafes of meceffity that 


where perfons were fick and in danger of dying. Thefe 
were, we acknowledge, in fome inftances {prinkled : 


* See Part Il. page 95. + Dr. Cave, pags 196, | 
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but this fprinkling was almoft as different from that 
which is now in ufe as immerfion itfelf. It was yot a 
few drops of water put on the face only, but the per- 
fons were fprinkled from head to foot.* It was an 
entire wetting, like what is faid of Nebuchadnezzar, 
who was wet with the dew of heaven. ‘This wetting 
of the perfon all over by fprinkling, though it were not 
an immerfion, it approximated to it; and even this was 
admitted only in cafes of imperious neceffity. Dr. Cave 
thus remarks upon it: ‘This was accounted a /e/s 
folemn ond perfect kind of baptifm, partly becaufe it was 
done not by immerfion, but by /prinkling ; partly becaufe 
perfons were fuppofed at fuch a time to defire it, chiefly 
out of fear of death.”+ ) The Doétor further adds, «The 
place where this folemn aétion was performed, was at 


Juftin Martyr tell us, in ponds and Jakes ; at /prings or 
rivers, as ‘Lertullian fpeaks Afterwards they had their 
(Laptifleria) fonts built, at firft near the church, then in 
the church-porch, to reprefent baptifm as being the 
entrance into the myftical church.”{ ‘Thefe, he in- 
forms us, were ufually very large and capacious, fo 
“¢hat they might comport with the general cuftoms of 
thofe times, of perfons baptized being immerfed or put 
under water.” 
' Two things are clearly demonftrated by the above 
quotations.  Firft, That itmmerfion, during the firft 
centuries, was confidered as the only {criptural bap- 
tifm. Second, ‘That /prinkiing was admitted only in 
cafes of fuppofed neceffity, and then confidered as a 
kind of ‘mperfec? baptifm. ‘This proves that it was a 
mere human invention, a departure from the initituted 
mode; for if it had been tanétioned by apoftolic au- 
thority, it muft have been confidered equally valid as 
immerfion. In fact, there can be no fair reafon affigned 
why they fhould immerfe in ordinary cafes, or even at 
all, had they viewed fprinkling equally valid. 
“It is, however, a well fupported fact,” faith Mr. 
Worcefter, “that in the firft ages of Chriftianity, and 


* See Dr. Witfius on the Covenants, Vol. III. 
+ Prim. Chriftianity, page 196. t Ibid, page 148, 199. 
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for about twelve or fifteen hundred years, baptifin b 
{prinkling or affufion was univer fally allowed to be 
icriptural and valid.” By whom is this fact fupport- 
ed 2” Certainly not by Eufebius and Socrates ;* not by 
Cave,t Wall,t Mofheim,§ nor Robinfon.|) Thefe ail 
fupport exactly the contrary; that immerfion was the 
divinely appointed mode, and that fprinkling, for the 
fake of conveniency or neceflity, without divine author- 
ity, was adopted in its room. In proof of this, we add 
the following: “ There has,” fays Dr. Wall, “no nov- 
elty or alteration, that I know of, in point of baptifm, 
been brought into our church, but in the qway or manner 
of adminiftering it. The way that is now ordinarily 
ufed, WE CANNOT DENY TO HAVE BEEN A NOVELTY, 
brought into the church by thofe who learned it in 
Germany or at Geneva.”Q) This honeft confeflion, 
with what we have quoted from Eufebius and Cave, 
militates exceedingly with Mr. Worcefter’s ‘* well fup- 
ported fact,” of the fcriptural validity of {prinkling. 
After {pending a number of pages, in attempting to 
‘prove the validity of fprinkling Boe the practice of 
the Peedobaptift churches, without producing the leaft 
feripture autiority, Mr. Worcefter adds, fair and 
invincible conclufion then is, that {prinkling or affufion, 
the mode of baptifin practifed in thefe churches, 1s 
fcriptural and valid.” On what does this imvincit/e con- 


-clufion reft?) Why truly, on this, That the Padobap- 


tifts, who are God’s true church in an exclufive fenie, 
have for centuries prattifed fprinkling in the room of 
immerfion, therefore it mult be “ f{criptural and valid.” 
"The author does not pretend to have proved it from 
the Bible, but informs us “ there is nothing in the 
{criptures againft it, but much, as might be fhewn did 
time permit, in favour of it.” (page 69.) What a pity 
it is that he had not {pared fome of his sime {pent in 
invetctives againft the Baptifts, and proved this important 
point. If it had been of no fervice to us, it might have 
helped fome of his wavering brethren, who we conceive 


Hil, + Prim. Chrif. Hift. Infant Bap. 
§ Eccl. Hit. Hitt. Bap. and Eccl. Refearches, 
Defence of Hik. Infant Bap. p. 146, 
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muft be more perplexed than ever, from the coniufed 
contradictory account he has given of the ordinance. 

Mr. Worcefter has conceded, not only implicitly, but 
in direct terms, that immerfion was the ancient ordinary 
mode: yea, that it was oc in the days of Chrift 
and his apoftles ; and after all denied that there is any 
proof of it. We will place his obfervations before the 
reader, and leave him to make his own comments. 

Speaking of baptifm in the “ firft ages of Chriftiani- 
ty,” he fays, ** Even thofe who in ordinary cafes baptized 
by immerfion, did not deny, but admitted the validity of 
baptifm by fprinkling or afiufion.” (page 64, 65.) 
Again, ‘The queftion properly between us i nof this, 
Whether ANY WERE BAPTIZED IN THE DAYS OF CHRIST 
AND HIS APOSTLES BY IMMERSION OR DIPPING; but 
it is precifely this, Whether immerfion or dipping 
be the only valid mode of baptifm ? (Note, page 73.) 
Iie quotes the following from Dr. Wall: ‘The 
ancient Chriftians, w..en they baptized by IMMER- 
s1ONn, were all baptized naked, &c.” It is a clear cafe,” 
fays the author, “that when thiy were baptized by 1M- 
MERSION, they were immerfed three times, &c.” (Note 
page 74.) Thele are fome of the conceflions in the 
difcourfes before us. ‘The following appear to us like 
contradictions. We have (faith the author) no evi- 
dence inthe fcriptures, that in the days of Chrift and 
his apoftles, eny perfon was baptized by IMMERSION.” (page 
69.) «Could it even be proved, as however it cannot 
be, that /ome were baptized in the apojtles’ days by IMMER- 
SiON, it would avail nothing againft our practice, unlefs 
it could be proved that none were baptized in any other 
way.” (Note, page 73.) 

It is thought that Mr. Worcefter has fallen into the 
fame inconfiftencies in defending his own practice as in 
oppofing ours. The following is a fpecimen: ‘ As 
there was (faith he) no difpute about baptifm in the 
firft ages of Chriftianity, it thould not be expected that 
much would be found particularly on the fubje€t, in 
the writings of thofe ages. But becaufe THERE 1s NO- 
THING DIRECTLY ON THE SUBJECT EITHER FOR OR 
AGAINST INFANT BAPTISM, in the fragments which have 


come down to us of the writings of the firft century, 
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the Antipzdobaptifts, with an affurance peculiar to thom- 
felves, have undertaken to affrt, not to prove, that 
during the firft century, infant baptifm was not practifed 
in the church.” (Note, page 60.) After thus acknowl- 
edging that in the writings of the firft century there is 
nothing dire¢tly “either for or againft infant baptifm,” 
he goes on to fay, that “in the writings of Clemanus Ro- 
manus, and Hermes Paftor, both cotemporaries with the 
apoftles, paffages are extant, which by fair implication, 
prove the practice of infant baptifm in their day.”* 


* There is an ingenious obfcurity in the manner of Mr, Worcefter's 
quoting thefe ancient writers. Had we no other means of afcertain- 
ing the time when they lived and wrote, but the flarement in the note 
before us, it would not be very eafy to determine in what century they 
lived. An incautious reader might fuypofe that they all lived in or near 
the firft century ; whercasthe fact is, they cxtend through four or five. 
* Tertullian,’ fays the author before us, “ was about 11 years old when 


‘Polycarp died” But how are we to know when Polycarp died? 


Again, “ Cyprian, bifhop of Carthage, who fuffered martyrdom for the 
Chiriftian faith, only about five years from the death of Origen” Mh, 


‘indeed, it is prefumed that every one knows when Origen diced ! But 


whit of Cyprian? Why, he “ was prefident of a council which con- 
fifted of fixty-fix bifhops or paftors of churches, and which delivered an 
unanimous opinion that the baptifm of infanrs was not to be deferred 
(as fome had fuppofed it fhould be) until the eighth day, but might be 
iven them at any time before” But when was this council held? 
hy, fome time in the life of Cyprian, and he fuffered martyrdom on- 

ly five years after the death of Origen. Now who could tell by all 
this whether this counci] was held in the firft, fecond or third century ? 


But what does the refult of it prove, with refpedt to infant baptifi’s 


being an apoitolic practice ? Noching at all, we conceive, but much to 
the contrary, The fa& is, this council was in the year 256. The 
occafion was, a country bifhop by the name of Fidus could not deter- 
mine by his Bible, nor by any ufaye of the church, whether new born 
infants might be baptized, or whether it muft ‘be deferred until the 
eighth day. Fic applied to Cyprian, but he had no rule by which to 
determine the queition, until it was fettled by the opinion of the above 

If at had been the conftant practice of the whole Chriflian 
church from the firft inttitutien of baptifm, which was now more than 
200 years, te aptize infants, would fuch an important circumftance 
have been u, »oticed all this time ? It is abfolutely incredible. 

To the’ above account the author adds, “ Gregory Nazianzen, Botil, 
Ambrofe, Chryfoftome, and Jerome, all of: whom flourifhed within 
sboutig hundred years of Origen and Cyprian, are all explicit on the 
fubjectt 5 explain the defign of infant baptifm, &c.” (Note, page 60.) 
The above mentioned all lived'in the fourth century, and one or more 
ef them in the beginning of therfifth As thefe are {aid to be “ explicit 
on the fubject, and to explain the defge of infant baptifm ;” we thiak 
t would gratify our readers, to. know what the dé/fign of it was... We 
wul give tiem the'opinion of the of ‘them, Gregory, as delivered 


| 
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What a happy knaek fome men have at proving their: 
int. When all other evidence fails, they can prove 
it completely by implication ; and even from writings 
too, which fay “ nothing direétly on the fubject, either 
for or againft it.” We regret exceedingly, however, 
that thofe ‘ paffages” which prove infant baptifm by 
fair implication, had not been fet down, fo that we might 
have judged of the evidence for ourfelves. Or had the — 
author only favoured us with correct references to the 
book and page, it is more than probable that fome might 
have*taken the liberty to have examined the originals 
for themfelves. However, it is beft to proceed cau- 
tioufly: there might be fome danger apprehended from _ 
this; for “of late (fays he) one can hardly meet with 
an Antipzdobaptift, who is not prepared to talk fo 
fluently and learnedly of the meaning of Greek and. 
Latin words, as almoft»to amaze one!!” Had fuch 
references been made, it is poflible that fome of this. 
evidence by implication might have been difputed. 
Several other writers of the two firft centuries are 
mentioned ; but none of them as giving explicit evi- 
dence in favour of infant baptifm, till we come to Ori-. 
gen, towards the middle of the third century. Weare 
willing that the teftimony of Origen theuld have its 
proper weight; but we are perfuaded, that fuch as 
know his true character, as it ftands on the page of 
hiftory, will attach very little confidence to what he has 
faid on this point. ‘The following is quoted from him 
by Dr. Mofheim: “ ‘The feriptures are of little ufe to 
thofe who underftand them as they are written.” ‘To 


in his fortieth Oration ip the year 28:*. “ But, fay fome, what is 
your opinion of infants, who are not capable of judging either of the 
grace of baptilm, or of the damage fuftained by the want of it; fhall 
we baptize them too? By all means, if there be any apparent danger. 
For it were better that they were /andlified witheut their haowing it, 
than that they fhould die without being fealed and initiated. As for 
others, I give my opinion, that when they are three years of age, or 
thereabouts (for then they are able to hear and anfwer fome of the 
myftical words, and although they co not fully underftand, they may re- 
ceive impreflions) they may be fancified both foul and body by the 
reat myftery of initiation.” (Greg. Naz. Orat. xl. in Robinfon.) 
hat wonderful children, to underftand fuch profound myfteries at three 
years old! And what an amazing effe& this bufinels of initiation had, 
to fanctify them throughout io foul and body. 
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which the Doftor adds this obfervation : « He could nov 
find in the Bible the opinions he had adopted, as long 
as he interpreted that facred book according to its literal 
fenfe.”* It is of little confequence in this difpute, to 
know that men in the third and fourth centuries ap- 
proved and prattifed infant baptifm. Nor do we con- 
ceive that the “impregnable teftimony” of Pelagius, 
(a man condemned by all the ancient fathers as a her- 
etic) adds any ftrength to Mr. Worcefter’s argument. 

Another argument in favour of fprinkling, and againft 


immerfion, which makes a confiderable figure in thefe 


difcourfes, and in the writings of fome others, is, that 
fprinkling is the mof? eafy and convenient mode. “Of the 
feveral accounts of baptifms recorded in the fcriptures, 
I think (fays Mr. Worcefter) it will appear that thofe 
baptifms were performed in the moft ea/y and convenient 
mode.” (page 70.) He fuppofes that when John’s can- 
didates were “ affembled upon the banks of the Jordan, 
the moft convenient way would be for them to go down 
to the brink of the water, and there be baptized by 
affufion or {prinkling.” “On the day of pentecoft, (he 
adds) when three thoufands were baptized in a very 
fhort time; they were at the temple in the midft of 
Jerufalem, where the moft convenient, if not the only 
way, would be to have water brought in a bafon, or 
fome other veffel, and baptize them in the fame way.” 
(page 72.) It would feem, by thefe obfervations, that 
the command of God muft yield to our convemiency. 
What exalted ideas fuch men mutt have of the authority 
of God in his pofitive inftitutions, to fuppofe we are to 
accommodate them to our own conveniency! Had good 
old Abraham, at the age of ninety-nine, confulted his 
conveniency, would he not probably have preferred cut- 
ting the end of his little finger, to the part appointed 
by the inftitution of circumcifion 

‘We have no right nor with to fay, that our brethren 
fhall not confult their convenience in the adminiftration 
of the ordinance ; but for ourfelves, we hope never to 
think it inconvenient to obey the commands of Chritt, 
and follow the example of him who thought it no incon- 


* Motheim, Vol. 1. page 270, note. 
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veniency to travel on foot from Galilee to Jordan, to be 
immerfed by John in that river. | 

Sprinkling is alfo faid to have another great advan- 
tage over immerfion: It is not only more convenient, 
but “ more compatible with every idea of propriety and 
DECENCY.” (page 73.) , 

Dr. Ofgood * dilates largely on the decency of their 
practice, and the indecency of ours. “To me, (faith 
he) indeed, this ({prinkling) appears the only mode in 
which the ordinance can be adminiftered with that 
order, decency,” &c. He adds, ‘Their leaving the place 
of worfhip, freaming away in the open air to fome pond 
or river, and in all feafons and climates, changing their 
apparel in order to their being totally. immertfed in the 
water, out of which they come drenched and /hivering,” 
-&c. (page 8.) He concludes, however, that “ baptifm 
by immerfion might not, perhaps, eighteen hundred 
years ago, be offenfive in Judea; nor can we fay that 
it would difguft'the uncultivated and uncloethed inhab- 
‘itants of South Africa, even now ; but it is certain, that 
the cuftom of plunging mixed multitudes of men and 
women, either in thin veftments or in their ufual drefs, 
is deemed indecorous by ,moft people accuftomed to 
polifhed manners.” (page 14.) Eighteen centuries ago, 
it feems, then, it might not have been ofenfive for Jefus 
and his difciples to be immerfed, but it is now abfolutely 
‘‘ indecorous ” to follow their example! And is there 
nothing, dear fir, “indecoroys” in comparing the ftate 
of manners in the primitive Chriftian church, contain- 
ing Chrift and all his. difciples, to the loweft dregs of 
the human race ?, to the Bofchemen or wild Hettentots 
‘of South Africa? Muft not fuch a somparifon ftrike ‘a 
tender mind with horror, and be confidered as;a mo 
fevere reflection on the great Head of the church; and 
all his immediate followers? Who can help reflecting 
on the prophetic language of David, wken perfonating 
Chritt, reproaches of them that reproached theeare fallen 
upon me+ Is the religion, of Jefus,. efpecially its :inftitu- 
tions, when prattifed as they were in Judea. eighteen 
-hundred years ago, deemed indecorous”, by people. of 


* Two Difcourfesat Malden, — + Plalawlsix. 9, 
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 polifhed manners ?” Such people would do well te 
remember, that the friendfbip of the world is enmity with 
God;* and that.Chrift, in order to guard his people 
againft this temporizing fpirit, has faid, Whofoever foall 
be ASHAMED of me, and of my words, of him fball the Son 
of Man be epoamea when he foall come in bis own glory, 
and in:his Father’s, and of the holy angels.+ 

But what aftonifhes us moft of all, is, that after all 
this outcry ‘about decency and offending againft polifhed 
manners, that the Doétor fhoukl inform the world, that 
their minifters will be guilty of doing the fame!! Yes, 
“ we are (faith he) far from calling in queftion the 
validity of theirs, (meaning our mode of baptifm); nay, 
in condefcenfion to the confciences of thofe who requef 


it, our minifiers foruple not to baptize by immerfion.” Is it 


‘poflible, Dogtor ? What! will your minifters and their 
‘people ‘igo ftreaming away in the open air to fome 
*pond or river?” What! and with as little fenfe of 
-decency as the Baptifts, be “totally immerfed in the 
‘water,” and like them “come drenched and fhivering” 
‘out of it? It is perfectly aftonifhing! But why do they 
‘thus trefpafs upon ‘the cuftoms of “ polifhed manners ?” 
‘Why? not indeed froma confcientious regard to the 
command or example of Chrift, but “ in condefcenfion 
to the confciences of thofe who requeft it.” So great 
is their condefcenfion, that it feems they can become all 
things to all men, that by all means-they may fave fome—ot 
their people:from going over to the Baptifts. 

. . Mr. Worcefter has mentioned one fpecies of inde- 
cency, which he‘fuggefts was prattifed anciently in im- 
wmerfion, which in this age of improvement is wholly 
alone’away, He relates the ftory from Dr. Wall, and 
the from Voflius, and where he got it nobody knows; 
but it is'thus related in the difcourfes before us: “ ‘The 
‘ancient Chriftians,” fays Dr. Wall, “when they were 
‘baptized by immerfion, were all baptized naked, whether 
they were men, women, or children. Voflius has col- 
‘ledted feveral proofs of this, which I fhall omit, becaufe 
is'a clear cafe.” ‘(Note, page 74.) If Mr. Worcefter 
48 acquainted with Dr. Wall’s writings, as he undoubt- 
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-edly is, he muft certainly know that the Dottor has 
ftrenuoufly afferted that immerfion was the primitive 
ordinary mode throughcut almoft the whole. Chriftian 
world, for thirteen centuries, and in many countries 
much longer.* Can any man in his fenfes fuppofe that 
Dr. Wall ferioufly believed, that during this long pe- 
riod of thirteen or fiftéen centuries, there was not a 
{crap of modefty in the whole Chriftian world ? Would 
he have pleaded for the reftoration of a practice that 
had conftantly been a reproach to decency ? We hard- 
ly think it. | | 
But we fhould like to know who this Vofiius was, 

who furnifhed this indecent ftory, that we may know 
what degree of credit is due to it. Wasit J/aac Vofius, 
-who came over from Leyden to England in 1670, whom 
king Charles made canon of Windfor? Of this perfon 
an Englifh biographer thus remarks ; that Charles knew 
his character well enough to fay, * there was nothin 
that Voflius refu/ed to believe, excepting the Biste!” He 
further adds, “He appears indeed by his publications— 
to have been a molt credulous man, while he afforded 
many circumftances to bring his religious faith in quef- 
tion.” /If there be no other proof that the ancient 
Chriftians baptized naked, than what can be gathered 
from the writings of fuch a man, we fhall think our- 
felves at liberty to doubt it. But, true cr falfe, Mr. 
- Worcefter has cleared the Baptifts of the difgraceful 

ftory.’ For this practice is faid by Dr. Wall to have 
been among the ancient Chriftians. ‘ But the Anabap- 
tifts, or Antipedobaptifts,” fays our author, “ are a fect 
-Of :modern date. They had their origin fome time 
. after the reformation under Luther and Calvin.” (P. 66. 
According to this, the Pzdobaptifts may place all thefe 
naked folks to their own account. And if the 
confult Dr. Mofheim, (vol. i. p. 227) or Broughton’s 
Hiftorical Library, (vol. i. p. 14) they may find an ac. 
count of others, who, it is faid, went naked, not indeed 
into the water, but into their public affembties.+ 


* Sce Part Il. S« &. iv. and v. 4 


_ + That people in warm climates anciently went almoft naked, that is, 
with only a covering round the waiit, no body Will difpute. ‘The fame 
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By dating the origin of the Baptifts « fome time after 
the reformation,” our opponents exonerate us from all 
the indecencies, pious frauds, errors, herefies, and per- 
fecutions, which difgracedChriftianity before that period. 

We muft here beg the reader’s indulgence while we 
digrefs a few moments from our fubjeét, with a view to 
repel an ungenerous infinuation refpecting our origin. 
The riot at Munfter, in which fome who oppofed and 
denied infant baptifm were concerned with others who 
held it, is generally fixed upon as the moft difhonoura- 
ble part of our hiftory. We regret that our limits will 
not allow us to vindicate ourfelves more fully from the 
uphandfome things which have been fo often fuggefted, 
from that tranfaétion, with a view to injure our charac- 
ter as a religious denomination. But we can here only 


fay, that we verily believe, that to take the account of 


the German Anabaptifts, as given by their enemies, 
nothing will be found either more wicked or difgrace- 


ful in this feét, than may be found in the origin of al- 


moft any other ancient fect, taking their hiftory from 
the fame fource. 
For inflance; the Independents in England, from 
whoin the prefent refpectable Congregational Churches 
in this country defcended. If you take their hiftory 
from Clarendon, Echard, Parker, or even from Rapin, 


you will find the obfervation juftified. The latter, 


though a foreigner, is allowed to have written one of 
the beft hiftories of England extant. This illuftrious 
writer, faith Dr. Motheim, reprefents the * Independents 
wnder fuch horrid colours, that, were his portrait juft, 
they would not deferve to enjoy the light of the fun, or 
to breathe the free air of Britain; much lefs to be treat- 
ed with indulgence and efteem, by thofe who have the 
caufe of virtue at heart.” However unjuftly they might 


be accufed, “the moft eminent Engliih writers, (adds 
_ the Dottor) not only among the patrons of Epifcopacy) 
but among thofe very Pre/byterians, with whom they. 


are now united, have thrown out againft them the bit- 


is pra@tifed by the Tahabitants of the torritt zone. ‘That they went 
intone water in their wlual drefs is highly probable; but that 807 


wer baptized witvout a covering round the wailt, we have feen 
fudl.cicmt prool, | 
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tereft accufations and the fevereft invettives, that the 
warmeft imagination could invent. ‘They have not on- 
ly been reprefented as delirious, mad, fanatical, illite- 
rate, factious, and ignorant both of natural and revealed 
religion ; but alfo abandoned to all kinds of wickednefs 
and fedition, and as the only authors of the odious par- 
ricide committed on the perfon of Charles I.”* Wedo 
not pretend to vouch for the truth of thefe things, nor 
do we believe them generally to be true ; but only mep- 
tion them to thew that other fects have been as fevere- 
ly cenfured as the Anabaptifts. If we compare the ac- 
counts given by the enemies of the two fects, this will 
be about the refult—The fanatics of one, in their wild 
zeal, fet up a king ; and the fanatics of the other pulled 
down theirs. 

But even admitting all that has been faid of the Ger- 
man Anabaptifts to be true, and we can fee no more 
propriety in reproaching the prefent Baptifts with it, 
than there would be in reproaching the prefent Pxdo- 
baptifts with all the errors, debaucheries, and enormous 
cruelties committed by the Pedobaptifts of Rome. The 
fact is, though we agree effentially with the German 
Baptifts in the article of baptifm, yet we totally difap- 
prove of their diforderly, feditious fanaticifm. So we 
underftand our brethren, that while they agree with the 
church of Rome in their infant baptifm, they difagree 
with their fentiments and practice generally. The only 
inquiry which a candid mind would here make would 
be this; Is there any thing in immerfion which has a 
natural tendency to fanaticifm and fedition ? 

Our object in this fection was not particularly to ex- 
hibit all the proofs in favour of immerfion of which the 
fubje&t is fufceptible, (as that, we conceive, has been 
fufficiently done, Part II. fect. iv. and v.) but more efpe- 
cially to remove fome of the objections which have been 
raifed againft the practice by its oppofers. We have 
endeavoured candidty to meet the moft weighty and 
popular objections, and the public will judge whether 
we have refuted them or not. A few additional obfer- 
vations fhall clofe the fection. 


Eccl. Hitt, vol v. p. 181, 184, 
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” determines nothing in refpeéct to the particular mode 
in which water is to be applied.” (P.69.) This is cer. 
tainly an unpleafant circumftance, if true, that a word 
is made ufe of to defcribe a particular a¢tion, and yet 
that it has no definite meaning, fo that we can poffibly 
determine from it what is to be done, « Every perfon,” 
| fays Dr.Ofgood, ‘ who hath the like acquaintance with 
: them (that is; with the original languages as himfelf) 
e well knows, that the Greek word. for baptifm fignifies 
tit any kind of wathing, by fprinkling or affufion, as often, 
i if not much oftener, than by dipping.” ‘The object with 
i both thefe writers is evidently the il : it is to throw 
i the word into a ftate of complete uncertainty, and in 
if this way to fecure the validity of fprinkling. It means, 

i according to them, any kind of wafhing, either by dip- 
iy ping, pouring on water, or fprinkling. Nor is there 
any direction to what part the water is to be applied ; 
whether to. the head, the hands, or the feet. We know 
of nothing but cuftom, which has.determined the appli- 
cation of it to the forehead. 

We wifh here:to ftate a cafe, and fhould be much 
gratified ina fair anfwer. Suppofing a family of the 
defcendants of Abraham were to embrace Chri(ftianity 
under the miniftry of the Pedobaptifts, and fhould re- 
ceive their doctrine of baptifm, as coming in the room 
of circumcifion ; and fhould hence infift, that in order 
to render it analogous to that rite, the water mutt be 
applied to the fame part ; would thefe gentlemen, in 
their great “ condefcenfion to the confciences” of their 
Jewifh converts, apply water in this way ? Could they 
make any fair objection; and {till fupport their baptifm 
on the ground of circumcifion ? We fhould fuppofe not. 
If the manner of applying water is to be determined by 
the coniciences, or rather fancies of the candidates for 
the ordinance; then any way, and .to any part which. 
a} they may choofe, muft be confidered as valid baptifm. 

But let us for a. moment inquire if the word daptiz 
™ © which is rendered baptize, has not a primary meaning; 
| fufficiently definite to direét our praétice. “The word,” 
1 | - fays a very fenfible writer, “ is confefledly Greek. Na- 
tive Greeks underiftand their own language better than 


“The Greek word baptizo,” fays Mr. Worcefter, 
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foreigners; and they have always underftood the word 


to mean dipping ; therefore from their firft embracing 


Chriftianity to this day, they have always baptized, and 
do yet baptize by immerfien.”* We appeal to our learn- 
ed opponents to fay, whether the Greek church in all 
its branches, even the cold regions of Ruflia not except- 
ed, has not to the prefent time prattifed immerfion? We 
hence reafon in this way :—The New Teftament was 
originally written in Greek ; that native Greeks under- 
ftood the word baptize as we do, to mean immerfion, 
and confequently they always pra¢tifed .immertfion ; 
this alone, we fhould fuppofe, would be allowed to be 
decifive evidence of the meaning of the word.—The 
beft critics of all the Chriftian fects have: agreed with 
Leigh,+ “that the native and proper fignification of it 
(baptizo) is to dip into water, or to plunge under water.” — 
When the aétion isdefcribed in the New Teftament, 
it is defcribed by their going down into the water, and 
coming up out of it; which would be abfurd upon any 
other principle but immerfion.—That it was under- 
ftood in the ins fenfe by the Chriftian church general- 
ly during the firft centuries; this is evident from every 
ecclefiaftical writer of any note whofe works have come 
to our knowledge. ‘Thefe things confidered, can there 
a doubt remain as to its proper meaning 2 

_ As we have quoted largely from the above clafs of 
writers in a preceding part of this work, we fhall here 
only add two or three quotations from Dr. Motheim. 
In defcribing the rites and ceremonies of the firft cen- 
tury, he fays, “ The facrament of baptifm was adminif- 
tered in this century, in places appointed and prepared 
for that purpofe; and was performed by immer fion of the 
whole body in the baptifmal font.” In this author, there 
is not a word to be found in the hiftory of this century, 
of pouring or {prinkling, as “a fcriptural and valid mode 
of baptifm.” But what may be done by « fair implica- 

tion,” we pretend not to fay, | 
Let us now follow this learned hiftorian into the next 
century, and fee how the ordinance was then adminif- 
tered. ‘The perfons,” faith he, ‘to be baptized, after 

‘ E 
* Robinfon’s Hift. Bapt. p. 5. aie >} Crit. Sacra, 

FUR. p. 126. 
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they had repeated the creed, confeffed and. renounced 
their fins, and particularly the devil in his pompous al- 
lurements, were IMMERSED under water, and received 
into Chrift’s kingdom, by a folemn invocation of Father, 
Son,” &c. (Ibid. p. 206. ) 
_ Thus, according to Dr. Motheim, (and it muft not be 
forgotten that he was a Redobaptift) the apoftolic mode 
of baptifm was preferved through this century. Had 
either /prink/ing or affufion been practifed in thefe centu- 
- Files, is it not perfectly unaccountable that not a hint 
’ fhould be given of it by this author? What could in- 
duce him to keep fuch a fullen filence about it? Had | 
he not the advantage of examining the writings of C/- 
mens, Fuftin Martyr, Irenaeus, and all the other 
ancient writers mentioned by Mr. Worcefter? He un- 
doubtedly had, for he has quoted from many if not all . 
. of them. : | 

If the fulleft evidence could be exhibited of the ex- . 

‘iftence of infant baptifm,.in the third and fucceeding 
Senturies, and that it were then practifed by pouring or 
{prinkling, it would afford no decifive evidence that ei- 
ther were practifed by the apoftles. Any one who has 
taken the pains to trace the progrefs of innovation, will 
be fully convinced of this : he will’ find fuch an increale 
of rites and ceremonies from century to century, as in 4 
little time to change the vifible afpeét of almoft the 
whole Chriftian church. But notwithftanding this gen- 
eral departure from apoftolic purity both in doctrine and 
manners, immerfon held its indifputable claim, of being 
the divinely appointed mode of baptifm, We fay mud, 
becaufe fprinkling in fome inftances was admitted, in — 
tales of danger of death, as a fubftitute. And we verily 

believe, that * after all the laborious and oftentatious 
€Fiticiim” upon baptize, to make it mean pouring oF 
fprinkling ; and upon en, apo, and ¢is,* there could not 
‘be found among the Pedobaptifts themfelves, one per- 
Yon in ten who had ever thought on the. fubject, but 
would freely acknowledge that he believed Jefus Chrift 
was immerjed by John in Jordan. _ Nor do we think our 


=~ brethren who plead for the validity of {prinkling, difbe- 


* Vid. Dr, Crane's Sermons. 
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lieve it themfelves. If this be indeed an error, we. can 
think of but one complete remedy for it; and that is, 
to alter the Bible! Whiltt rhe prefent tranilation is re-. 
ceived, and people are permitted to read and think for 
themfelves, it may be expected that there will be a gen- 
eral conviction, that Jefus was plunged in Jordan. And 
all attempts to prove, that this was to anfwer to the 
wathing of the priefts at the tabernacle door, in order _ 
to introduce him into his prieftly office, will help to 
ftrengthen this conviction ; for it will be feen that the - 
Pzdobaptifts themfelves feel the difficulty, and try to 
get rid of it in this way. | ) | 

We have no where in the courfe of thefe animadver- 
‘fions attempted to vindicate Mr. Merrill, as we think 
him able, and believe him determined, to do it himfelf ;* 
but with here to notice a criticifm made by Mr. Auftin 
on John xii. 10, in. his Letters addrefled to the above 
author. (P. 39.) You mention,” faith Mr. Auftin, 
Jouo, as fignifying the fame with baptize, &c. It you 
will (continues he) turn-to John xiii. 10, juft adverted 
to, a‘place which you have not mentioned, and probably 
not confidered, -you will find evidence direc?/y and cone 
clufively againft this idea. Jefus faith unto him, Ae. 
shat is wathed (0 /eloumenos) needeth not» fave to wath 
his feet, but is clean every whit.” On this Mr. Auftin 
obferves—* Here the fubject {poken of is not the feet, 
or hands, or face; but the man, 4e,in Greek, 0, He is 
wathed when his feet only are wafhed ; and mip/afbai is. > 
ufed, to exprefs this wafhing of the feet.” 

But has not Mr. Auftin after all miffed the force of 
our Saviour’s obfervation ? Did not Jefus intend to ex- 
preis two diftinct’acts, one a general, and the other a 
partial wafhing ? one a bathing of the,whole body, and 
the other a wathing of the feet, and therefore made ufe 
of two different words ? In the firft, Chrift ufes the pait 


Padobaptifts, who write or {peak of Mr Merrill, affe& totreat 

him with much contempt, as though he were a man of inferior learning 

and talents. If they believe it, is it not aftonifhing that fo many pens 

should be employed againft him, and thefe wicided too by men of the | 
fir literary eminence ? “If their reprefentations be truc, ‘they would 

gain but little honour fhoald they beat him ; but would it not be infi- 


‘nitely difgraceful to be beaten by him, after thus defpifing him ? 
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tenfe; He that is (leloumenos) wyhed needeth mot fave 
(nipfaithat) to qwa/b his fect, but is clean every whit. He 
that it wa/bed, if this reterred to the wathing of the 
feet, needed not to wath at all, according to Mr. Auttin, : 
for this expreffed an act already done. 

Left the feufe we have given above fhould be thought 
to be a mere “ imagination of the Baptifts,” * we fubjoin 
the remarks of the amiable Dr. Doddridge. “ He that 
is wa/bed a'rady, or that has been bathing, needs 
only to wath his feet, which may indeed be eatily foiled 
by the fhorteft walk, and when that is done he is en- 
tirely clean.”+ Upon the above he has the following 
critical note :-— He that has been bathing. This render- 
ing of the word /e/oumenos is confirmed by E//ner, (Ob- 
ferv. vol. i. p. 337, 338) and gives as it were a compen- 
dious -paraphrafe upon it. Cvlarius has well obferved, 
that as the apoduterion, or room in which they drefled 
- themfelves after bathing, was different from that in 
which they bathed, the feet might be fo foiled in walk- 
ing from one to the other, as to make it neceflary im- 
mediately to wafh them again.” | 

If Dr. Doddridge be right, it affords a high proba- 
bility that Mr. Merrill may alfo be right. If, according 
to the above, two diftiné&t acts were intended by Chritt, 
then Mr. Auftin has overlooked the real meaning of the 
paflage. 

On the whole, we have one undeniable advantage 
over our opponents in this difpute about the mode of 
baptifm. Ours correfponds with the primary fenfe of 
the original word to baptize, an@ certainly with the 
practice of the primitive Chriftians. Theirs, by the 
confeffions of many of their beft writers, is a departure 
from both. If it had been the intention of the great 

Head of the Church, that this rite fhould have been per- 


* Dr. Ofgood, p. 21. #Expof. vol. ii p. 426. 


| $ Mr. Auftin appears peculiarly unfortunate in the ehoice of the word 
affujion to reprefent the mode of applying water in baptifm, as it neither 
agrees with the Bible, nor his own pra@tice. No one will deny but 4 
man may be as thoroughly wet by pouring water on him, as by dipping 
him into it; but the queftion is, i Mr, Auftin produced amy inftance — 
where the Greck verb xxeo, (to affuf: or pour) has been rendered 
1 Natt if not, what argument is there in his attaching it to baptif™ 
y times over ? 
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formed by pouring on water, would not ckeo (to affufe, to 
pour) have been ufed,inftead of baptize (to dip, to plunge, 
&c.)? Or if fprinkling had been intended, thould we 
not fometimes have found rantizo (to afperte, to fprinkle) 
ufed to exprefs the act of baptizing, inftead of a word, 
which in its primary fenfe fiynifies immertion ? 
Figurative expreffions are conftantly reforted to by 
eur brethren to fupport their practice: fuch as /primk- 
ling many nations, [prinkling clean water, pouring out of the 
Spirit, &c. With thefe, we have only to contraft other 
fcriptures, which reprefent the fame things by an entire 
wathing or plunging: fuch as the following. Jn that 
day there fhall be a FOUNTAIN opened to the houfe of David, 
and to the inhabitants of P hile alem, for fin and for unclean- 
nefs.* “Unto Him that loved us, and wafbed us from cur 
Jins UN bis own blood Thefe are they who came out of great 
tribulation, and have wafbed their robes and made them 
white IN ihe blood of the Lamb.t ‘Thefe latter afford juft 
as much evidence of immerfion, as the former do of 
{prinkling. Bnt as neither of them have any thing to 
do with the fubjeét, neither of them afford any direct 
proof in the cafe. r 
is an expreffion,” fays Dr. Ofgood, occur- 
ring once or twice in the writings of St. Paul, which 


feems to have full poffefiion of the imagination of our 


Baptift brethren, and renders them pofitive that immer- 
fion was the primitive mode of baptifm. It is found 
Rom. vi. 4. * We are duried with him in (by) baptiim 
into death.’ Again in Col. ii. 12. § Buried with him'in 
baptifm,’ &c.” 

But what has ‘ poffeffed the imagination” of fo many 
Pxdobaptifts, to give the fame exp!anation, and to agree 
with us, that the apoftle, by the term buried, alluded to 
the mode of baptifm by immerfion ?§¢ | 

A writer who refers to “ /mail/ things,” on a fall fub- 
je?, contained in a /fmall book, may aflifeus on the 
prefent occafion ; as /mall things often fhow which way 
the wind blows.{| “ If any of the Jearned fathers,” fays 


* Zech. xiii. |. + Rev.i 5. $ Rev. vii. 14. 
§ Vid. Cave, Locke, Burkitt, Poole, in loc. 
j Vid. Mr Anderfon’s cftimate of immerfion, note p. 11, 
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this author, “ have faid things, in favour of baptizing by 
immerfion, they may have been indebted for it to their 
reading Greek authors, more than to their critical atten- 
tion to the New Teftament.” (Note, page 11.) What 
an admirable apology for men, whofe profefled object 
was, to write critical expofitions on the facred text! 
« Hence (continues this author) we learn why prabubly 
Calvin, and many others, made conceffions in favour 
of immerifion, and yet baptized by affufion. Zhcy were 
honefi*** As clailic fcholars in-the Greek language 
they made their conceflions, but as believers, taught by _ 
the words which the Holy Ghoft teacheth, they bap-. 
tized as we do.” (Page 28.) 

Will Mr. Anderfon’s brethren thank him for this 
fingular ftatement? For the premifes which he has 
placed before us furnifh us with the following conclu- — 
fion, viz. ‘That thofe who will not concede the fame 
things which Calvin and many others did, that “to 
baptize is to immerfe,” are either unacquainted with 
the Grecian elafiics, or elfe that they are not hone! 
But how does Calvin’s honefty appear ? in his believing 
one thing and prattifing another? How? Why, in this 
way: as a claffe fcholar, thoroughly acquainted with 
Grecian literature, he was compelled to own, that “ the 
word baptize fignifies to dip ; and it is certain (adds he) 
that the manner of dipping was ufed by the ancient 
church.”* «But as a believer, taught by the words 
which the Holy Ghoft teacheth,” he could conftrue 
baptizo to mean pouring, or fprinkling, or any kind of 
wetting! But where and how does the Holy Ghoft 
teach that new born babes thould be /prink/ed ? Not 
in the fcriptures; for many others, whofe honetty can 
no more be fcrupled than Calvin’s, have confeffed, that 
the fcriptures were totally “filent ;” nor by the tefti- 
mony of thofe’ who were cotemporary with the apoftles, 
for there “is nothing direétly on the fubject, either for 
or againft infant baptifm, in the writings of the firft 
century.” But where will this fentiment lead us, t’s't 
the “ Holy Ghoft teacheth,” that words, when ufed in 
the facred fcriptures, have a meaning totally different 


* Inf. Chrift. Relig. 1 iv. c 15. § 19. 
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from what they have in common ufe ? Will it not lead 
into all the devious paths of erra ? Is it not Origeni/m 
revived with a witnefg? and does it not ettablith the 
fentiment of that mfitic writer, that “the {criptures 
are of little ufe to thofe who underftand them as they 
were written ?” 
But thefe men, who made conceffions in favour of 
immerfion, fays Mr. Anderfon, “were honeft.” Did 
he mean to fuggeft, that men are lefs honeft at the 
_ ° prefent day? we fhould hardly fuppofe it; and yet 
there is fome ground for fuch a fufpicion. It is under- 
) ftood, that many plumply deny what their pious and 
learned anceftors freely acknowledged: not only fo, 
but we find their works interpolated. In the firit edi- 
tion of Poole’s expofition on John iii. 25. {peaking of 
John’s baptizing at Enon becau/e there was much water 
there, the writer thus expounds: * It is from this appa- 
rent, that both Chrift and John baptized: by dipping the 
body in water, elle they needed not have fought places 
where had been great plenty of water: yet it 1s probable, 
they did not conftantly dip, from what we read of the 
apottles’ baptizing in houfes.” Nothing more is added 
upon this member of the text. Although Dr. Collins, 
the writer of this article, has long fince been dead, yet 
fome facrilegious hand has dared to alter this in a late 
edition, printed at Edinburgh 1801, in the following 
manner: “ It is from this apparent, fay fome,” &c. 
“‘ Others fay it is not apparent,” &c.; and feveral argu- 
ments are here urged, to difprove what ftands decidedly, 
: in favour of immerfion in the firft edition. This artful. 
interpolation we confider as a real impofition upon the 
public : for in this way any of the ancient writers may 
be made to fay things which they never faid, and deny 
things which they freely acknowledged. If fuch frauds 
are allowed to be praétifed, all confidence in the tefti- 
mony of thofe who have gone before us will be de- 
ftroyed. | | 
The oppofers of immerfion make ufe of the fame 
kind of to difparage this practice, which the 
enemies of revelation employ againft Chriftianity m 
erally; we méan, by arguing from the: abufes of it. 
Oag would think, by fome of gheir reprefentations, that 
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our baptifinal occafions were a fcene of riot and confi. 
‘fion; the truth is exactly the reverfe of this; thev are 
ufually feafons of peculiar folemnity. We have fre- 
quent and repeated: inftances & perfons’ being ftruck 
under conviction, while witnefling the due adminiftra- 
tion of this imprefilive inttitute. But were the ridicule 
and oppofition much greater than what we have at any 
time experienced, we ihould fuppofe our brethren would 
be the laft perfons in the world to complain. From 
whom does this oppofition and ridicule proceed ? Surely | 
not from the Baptifts themfelves, nor from any who are 
friendly to them; but from........ we will not fay 
whom, though they are often well known. 

It mult be peculiarly grateful to the feelings of a 
pious Baptift, when reproached for following the exam- 
ple of his Lord and Matter, that immerfion, after fuf- 
taining every oppofition which learned ingenuity can 
make, {till maintains its indifputable claim, of being 
apotiolic baptifm. Nor will it give him the leait unea- 
finefs, that his Padobaptift brethren can make out a 
bare probability, that water might po/ib/y have been ap- 
plied in fome extreme cafes otherways. From the evi- 
dence which the facred {criptures, ecclefiaftical hiitory, 
_and the teftimony of the moft pious and learned of the 
Pedobaptifts exhibit, that immerfion was the conftant 
practice of the primitive church, he will feel a fafety in 
following their example ; he will reft confident, that 
there cannot be the fame degree of evidence in favour 
of any other mode. ‘This, Pedobaptifts themfelves ac- 
knowledge to be valid; all others are doubtful. _ 

Though confidered by our opponents as a “little 
modern. fect,” * if we have the truth on our fide we 
need not fear. «They have ever been peek Mr. Wore 
cefter) but a very fmall proportion of the Chriftian 
world. I do not mean (faith he) that they have been 
but a fmall proportion of the nominally Chriftian world, 
but a very {mall proportion of the true and faithful pro- 
feffing people of God.” ‘This is to us another of the 
myfterious unintelligible ftatements made by this author. 
- It would feem by this, that the Baptifts have fome tume 


* Dr. Ofgood, page 41, and Mr, Worceftcr, page 66 
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wr other made a large proportion of the profeffing 
Chriftiag world. But as a drawback upon this, they 
| had a much larger proportion of nominal profeflors than 
fell to the fhare of other denominations. Tf it be a 
faét, that we have a greater proportion of nominal pro- 
feffors than Pxdobaptifts, we are extremely puzzled to. 
account for it. If we baptized infants, and infifted that 
they were all di/cip/es, although they had never learned a 
word concerning Jefus Chrift, nor was it certain that 


thev ever would: or if we admitted members into our 


churches without evidence of their having experienced 
y a moral change, and in mary inftances, without afking 
: them a fingle queftion concerning their religious exer- 
cifes: or if a confiderable proportion of our minifters 
were ordained without any-examination refpecting their 
particular fentiments or. experimental ‘knowledge of the 
truth, and who of courfe'would be interefted ‘in keeping 
their hearcrs prejudiced againft the fanaticifm of expe- 
rimental religion; then we might reafonably conclude 
that we had a larger proportion of nominal profeflors 
n than thofe churches who admit only fuch as give a 
fatisfactory reafon of the hope that is in them. 

It is true, indeed, :we neither ‘make difciples, admit 
members, nor ordain minifters, in this way; yet, after all 
our care in examining them according tothe bef light we 
have, we are very liable to err. Our-brethren, it would 
feem, are not fo much expofed ; for, if they have not 
, overrated themfelves, “the light of the truth has been 
| a hundred, perhaps a THOUSAND FOLD GREATER, in the 
Pedobaptiit churches than in the Baptift.”* Jirabile 
difu! What an amazing difference! Who does not 
pity the poor benighted Baptifts? Alfo all the piety, 
learning, and talents, belonging to the Chriftian world, 
our brethren claim, almoft exclufively for themfelves. 
For all this vaft fuperiority, we moft refpectfully ten- 
derthem the homage of our high confideration ;” 
but beg them in future, not to overwgelm us witb fuch 
arguments as thefe. | 

Mr. Anderion, in his zeal to make a fair few of em- 
inent men in the Pedobaptift churches, has fomehow 


* Mr. Auderion’s Lett. p. 14. 4 Vid. Mr. Worcefter’s Dife. p. 68. 
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flipped in among them the author of the Prigrim’s 
Procress.* Bunyan, though a Baptift, we fuppofe it 
will be allowed was one of the good fort, for he held 
to open communion. This being the cafe, how came 
the Paedobaptifts to perfecute andimprifon him? Was 
it for any immoral conduct that he was configned to a 
loathfome jail twelve years anda half? The reader, 
perhaps, could judge better, if he were to know the 
crime that was laid to his charge. The bill of indi&- 
ment preferred againft him runs thus: “ ‘ohn Bunyan 
—hath devilifhly abfained from coming to church, to 
divine ferviee; and is a common upholder of feveral un- 
lawful meetings and conventicles, to the difturbance and dif- 
traéiion of the good fubjecis of this kingdom, contrary to the 
laws of our fovereign lord the king.* For. thus daring 
to preach the gofpel, contrary to the laws of a tyran- 
nical hierarchy, this good man was fent to prifon for 
twelve years and fix months! 

It has often been urged, as an argument in favour 
of the divinity of the Chriftian religion, that it made 
its way at firft againft the /earning, power and policy of 
the world, by the inftrumentality of a few i/literate 
i/bermen! Does not this argument caft its full weight 
into the fcale, in favour of our diftinguifhing fen- 
timents, if the obfervations of our brethren refpecting 
us be juft? Let the candid mind decide. May the 
Lord preferve us from becoming vain by profperity. 


We-have great reafon to adore our Saviour God, that 


our duty is made fo plain in his blefied word ; that we 
have fuch abundant proof that we are treading in the fot- 
Sreps of the flock, and are followers of them who through 


faith and patience are gone to inherit the promifes. 
Notwithftanding our praétice of immerfion, which 


“ is deemed indecorous by moft people accuftomed to — 


lifhed manners,” and a “ denial of the external rite of 
Eaptifim to the infant feed of believers ;” yet, if it were 
not for our ‘antichriftian praétice of clofe commu- 
nion,” it feems that our brethren could receive and treat 
us as Chriftians. We therefore add a few obfervations 
on free communion before we clofe. 


* Lett. p. 23. + Notes on Claude, vol. ii, p. 228. 
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SECTION 


The Principles of Open Communion examined —The Subjel? 
concluded. 


Is the communion for which our brethren plead, lim- 
ited, or unlimited ? If limited, we wifh to be inform- 
ed what are its boundaries. If unlimited, then it mutt, 
we conceive, embrace all who bear the Chriftian name. 
‘In thefe United States (faith a refpectable writer) 
there are probably more than fix millions of people 
avearing the Chriftian mame.”* Is open communion 
charitable enough to embrace all thefe? No, furely ; 


the thought is too extravagant to be ferioufly entertain- 


ed. A confiderable proportion of thefe, have no other 
connexion with Chriftianity, than only as it is the re- 
ligion of the country in which they happened to be 


born. However, they are all brought forward, and 


each counts one againft the Baptifts.+ 

But to fay no more of this. If we open our doors 
for free communion, muft we not, to act confiftently, 
receive all whofe right of memberfhip can be fup- 
ported ? If fo, muft we not commune with all the bap- 
tized children which belong to Pzdobaptift congrega- 
tions ? Our brethren place the right of their infants 
on the fame footing with their own ; therefore, if their 
argument be good, if we receive them, we muft re- 
ceive their children alfo. Should we admit the be- 
lieving parents, and grefufe their' baptized children, 
might they not ftill continue the dreadful charge, that 
we “deny God’s everlafting covenant of fuperabound- 
ing grace, the grand charter of the inheritance and 
rivileges” of their infant feed? We fee nothing to 
orbid. But it may be faid, this is more than they 
practife themfelves ; and therefore, it would not be 
expected df the Baptifts. We grant that they do not 
practife it; and on that account we think them ex- 
tremely inconfiftent. In contending with us, they 
ftrenuoufly infift upon the right of their infants to 
memberfhip, and yet themfelves deny them the moft 


Dr, Ofgood, Dife.p. Thid. 
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effential privileges which every member has a right te: | 
i enjoy ! 

But fhould we give up this. idea, and narrow the. 

field of free communion, fo as. to-include only fuch | 


as are actual members of Pxdobaptift churches; we 
fhould {till wifh to inquire, whether it would be ex- 
pected, that we fhould. commune with all of them, 
whether Calvinifts, Arminians, Semi-Arians, Socinians, 
or Unitarians? If not, where are we to fix the difcrim- 
inating line? Dothe ftrict Calviniftic or Hopkinfian 
churches commune with thofe whom-they confider as 
Arminians, or Semi-Arians.? If not, do they not prac- 
tife clofe. communion as well as the Baptifis? Do | 
thofe churches which require of every perion in order | 
to memberfhip, either, a verbal or wrjtten declaration 
of their experience of a work of grace upon their | 


hearts, bold communion with thofe churches which 
require no fuch experience, and which believe nothing 
~in fuch a work? If they do not, are they not incon- 
fiftent to.blame. us for our particular communion? If 
they do, are they. not ftill more inconfiftent ? 
With a view to relieve thefe difficulties, fome have | 
{tated the plan of free communion in this way :—That 
we fhould hold communion with all fuch, and with fuch 
only, as we confcientioufly. believe to be real Chriftians 5 
God's own dear children by the Spirit of adoption and, 
a living faith. This, is indeed by far the moft con- 
fiftent plan ; but even this is attended with fome fe- 
rious difficulties. It is believed that in all Chriftian 
communities there may be found fome of the above 
defcription. There were even in Serdis a few 
which had mot, defiled their garments, though living 1n 4 
church which had moft awfully, apoftatized from the 
truth: On this principle we might freely commune. 
with one member, and reject another at the fame time 
whole ftanding was equally good in the church to. 
which théy belonged... But what heart-burning and 
confufion this would produce ; and vet it might be un- 
avoidable in many cafes. 
The fact is, we conceive, that there is but one con- 
fiftent method, by which oceafional communion can be 
prattifed between the members of fifter churches. ‘This 


| 
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is not upon the principle of individual, but of church 


fellowfip. we could receive one member of achurch, 


by the fame rule we could receive every member of 
the fame church. We do not know the precife order 
in which our Pedobaptift brethren proceed ; but think 
it the general practice in our churches, that when a 
brother, who is a ftranger, requefts occafional com- 
munion, if by a certificate (or otherwife) he can fatisfy 
us, that he is a member in regular ftanding, in any 
church of the fame faith and order with ourfelves, he is 
readily admitted. The only evidence which we have 
of the man in this cafe is, from the character of the 
church of which he is a member.. We imagine the 
practice of our brethren is not very diffimilar. r 

There are fome Pedobaptift churches which appear 
to be built of /ive/y fones, and where the truths of the 
golpel in general are preached, and a good degree of 

ifcipline maintained. With thefe we have no material 
difficulty, excepting in the article of baptifm. We 
could moft cheerfully unite with them in every a¢t of 
Chriftian duty, which would not in our view contravene 
fome other part of the revealed will of Chrift. In the 
article of communion, we feel bound to treat them juft 
as we do our own members, after they are received in- 
to our fellowfhip, but not baptized. Should we treat 
them as baptized perfons,; would they not with great 
propriety charge us with our inconfiftency ? 

There are other churches, with which we freely ac- 
knowledge we could not commune, if we had no ob- 
jeétions to their baptifm. It is not becaufe we do not 
think them refpectable members of fociety, but becaufe 
we have no evidence that they are real Chriftians. We 
have no doubt but in ¢he/e communities, there may be 
fome fincere believers; but where a change of heart is 
not confidered as a neceflary qualification for membér- 
fhip, there is always a high probability, that a large 
proportion of the members are unacquainted with the 


- truth as it is in Jefus. On the whole, we fee no way 
that looks more confiftent than our prefent practice. 


From all the evidence which has been fet before us, 
we cannot bring oe to believe that any thing is 
FI2 | 
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baptifm fhort of immerfion. Nor can we fee our wa 
clear to invite any to the communion table until they 
have been baptized. 

But why is it thought fo important, that different | 
denominations fhould be agreed in the article of table | 
communion, more than in other things? Isit any more | 
effential to falvation, that we commune together at the © | 
Lord’s table, than that we fhould be rightly baptized ? 
For ourfelves, we. believe neither of them effential to 
falvation. We are hence unable tao difcern, why our 
refufing to admit the Pzdobaptifts to communicate 
with us, fhould injure their churches, any more than 
their not admitting us fhould injure our’s. | 

Our brethres.charge us with laying an undue ftrefs 
- wupon baptifm ; at. leaft upon a particular mode of it. 
But their arguments have-been infufficient to produce 
conviction. On the other-hand, we think they lay an 
undue ftrefs on our communicating together at the Lord’s ° 
table. Ritual duties, they have. conftantly infifted, 
were to_be claffed among the non-e/fentials of religion. 
How then fhall. we. reconcile the conduct of thofe min- 
ifters:and churches, who profefs te hold the doctrine 
of fovereign difcriminating grace, and yet unite with 
others, who hold-every grade of doctrine, down to So 
ciniani/m, merely becaufe they are agreed in the article 
of infant baptifm? At,the. fame time, they reject all 
kind of connexion with;their Bapti(t brethren, who 
believe and preach the fame important truths which 
they profefs to believe. Nay, do.they not in fome 
inftances, warn their people to fhun them- as they 
would the peftilence? . 
Our pulpits have been generally open to all evangelic 
minifters, whether they have been buried in bapti/m, OF 
only fprinkled; and we rather think they.will {till re- 
main fo. Some of our brethren, in return, invue us 
into tWeir’s.; while, others. very confcientioufly refules 
affigning as a-reafon, their. fears, that it would have 4. 
_.tendency to make a divifion among their people. Did 
we differ in points of doétrine, the objection would have 
weight, but now it is of little force. We do not, be- 
lieve that an inftance can be named, in which any have. 


—_— 
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preached upon their diftinguifhing fentiments, when 


in each others’ pulpits. Where then is the mighty - 


danger? No where but in imagination. We have 
never apprehended any danger, from their preaching 
the truth to our people. 

Nor are we con{cious of feeling, or difplaying, that 
race for profelyting, which our opponents charge us 
with. Each individual, (fays Dr. Ofgood) whom they 
can perfuade to renounce his former baptifm, by being 
thus baptized over again, they confider as being recov- 
ered from a ftate of heathenifin.” (P.102) We think 
the Doétor would have {poken more.correétly, if he had 
faid, «* They baptize all fuch as we cannot per/uade to keep 
out of the water.” Whenever a perfon renounces Pxdoe 
baptifi, and comes over to the Baptifts, it is immediately 
faid, ** Somebody: has been perfuading him.” So far 1s 
this from being true generally, that we have.reafon to fear 
that the dread of being accufed of profelyting, has, tn 


too many inftances, kept us from fully declaring this part. 


of the coun/el of God. We appeal to Pedobaptift min- 
ilters to fay, whether they have not, (many of them at 
leaft) had repeatedly to ufe@ all the arts of per/isafon to 
keep their people from being Baptifts.?. If there be 


nothing in the Bible which looks with a favourable af- 


pect upon the Baprift fentiment, we afk, how it happens - 


that fo many Pxdobaptift minifters have confeffed, that 
at fome former period of their lives, (though through 
mercy they are now well eftablifhed) they had ftrong 
doubts refpecting their infant baptifm ?. What but the 
bible perfuaded Mr, Dunfter, the firft Prefident of Har- 
vard Univerfity, to embrace the. Baptift fentiments 2? 
Surely he could not have been per/uaded by the Baptifts ; 
for at this time they were fcarcely alowed to breathe 
the air of Maffachufetts... It is-faid, «he thought him- 
{elf under obligation, to bear his teftimony in fome fcr- 
mons, againft the adminiftration of baptifm to any in- 
fants whatfoever.”* What his temerity coft him, the 
author of the Hiftory of Maffachufett§ will inform us. 
Speaking of the rife of Antipzdobaptifm in the prov- 
unce, he lays, “ Mr, Dunfter, the Prefident of the Col-. 


* Mitchel’s Life, _p. 67,-in Backus, 
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lege, made profeffion of it, and was forced to quit his 
prefidentthip.”. To which he adds, « Mr. Chauncy, his 
_ Ffucceffor, held immerfion neceffary, but was content that 
the ordinance fhould be adminiftered to infants, pro- 
vided it was done in that way.” He further remarks, 
that “in Mr. Hooker’s time, foon after the year 1640, 
it appears by his letters, that many were inclined that way, 
and he.expreffes his apprehenfions, that the number 
would increafe.”* Whether his apprehenfions were 
excited by a prophetic {pirit, we pretend not to fay ; 
but they appear to have been well founded. We with, 
in future; whenever the fons of Harvard are difpofed 
to treat the advocates of immerfion as being deftitute 
of literary patronage, they may remember, that their 
two firft Prefidents underftood baptifm, as we do, to 
mean IMMERSION. 

The preceding remarks contain fome of our difficul- 
ties refpecting the plan of free communion. To us, the 
ftanding of many churches at the prefent day, appears 
to be fimilar to thofe of Afia, to which John was dirett- 
ed to write. Although they were not difowned of 
God, -yet the moft of thet were reproved for having 
departed from their original purity. 

There are many individuals in the different commu- 
nities with whom we could moft cheerfully communi- 
cate at the Lord’s table, did we believe them to be bap- 
tized. But their arguments in favour of their practice 
do not fatisfy us, and we cannot fee how they can fatisfy 
them. To acknowledge that the fcriptures are our 4‘ on- 
Rib of faith and prattice,” and then proceed to argue 

‘their flence, looks to us as inconfiftent, as to admit 
the teftimony of the guard, who reported that the dif- 
ciples of Jefus ftole him away while they flept. ’ 

When the mode of our obedience to a pofitive infti- 
_ tute, (inftead of better ground) reforts to this, that 
“there is abfolutely no text or fentence in the Bible 
forbidding it 7+ or, that “there is nothing in the 
fcriptures againft it it eftablifhes to us one point, 
and one only, that is, that the caufe which requires * 


t Dr. Olgood,p. 49. ° Worcelter, p. 69. 
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labours exeeedingly. The reader will contraft the fol-. 
lowing obfervations with the above. 

“ Religion, (faid the excellent Claude) in al/ its parts, 
ought to proceed from God: for as he has not left it. 
tothe choice of man to have or not have a religion ; 
fo neither has he left it. to his fancy to invent fuch a wore. 
fhip as he choofes."* An old Englith. divine fays;. 
“ We mult have God’s warrant for God’s worfhip. &t. 
Paul proves, that the tribe of Judah had nothing to do. - 
with Aaron’s priefthood, from the //lence of Mofes ; of 
which tribe: M:fes fpake nothing. concerning priefthood.” 
He reafons as follows-: **God employed Mofes to re« 
his.will tothe Jews. Mofes fpake-nothing of Jue. 
dah’s priefthood. Therefore God would not have. 
that tribe officiate in the prieft’s office. What God. 
would have his church praétife, fince the-abolition of. 
Judaifm, he has revealed. by. Chrift. and. his apoftles. 
The apoftles have -segifered thefe appointments in the ferip~ 
tures.”+ It hence appears, that St. Paul confidered. the- 
filence of the f{criptures, in. a. light exactly oppofite to. 
what our brethren do, He argued from it, that what 
was not written wasimplicitly forbidden. ‘They argue, 
that what is not forbidden, may lawfully be practifed. 

We oppofe infant baptifm.becaufe we do not believe: 
it to be divine. Ifit be an apoftolic tradition, it is an, 
unwritten one, We baptize believers, becaufe.we have- 
potitive fertpture proof that they were baptized in the. 
days of Chrift and the apoftles. We practife immer- 
fion, becaufe to us it appears exceedingly plain from 
the feriptures that John the Baptift, who was fent. 
from God to introduce: this new. difpenfation, baptized. 
in Jordan; and in Enon becaufe there was. much.water., — 
The much water is mentioned, as neceflary to, his.bape. 
tizing, and to-nething Wee alfo believe that Jefus. 
our Lord and Saviour was plunged.in Jordan. We fur-. 
ther believe that: this was the only. way in which the, 
apoftles received and adminiftered the ordinance, 

Jefus firft made difciples, and then baptized them.. 
The commiffion which he gave to teach.and- baptize, 
correfponds with his own practice, ‘The order.runs, 

* Dife. ona Ser. vol. i. p. 206. 


+ Gouge on the viitiy of Hebrews” 
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thus, Zeach all nations baptizing them. The thing {peaks 
for itfelf ; the ftyle is popular; the fenfe plain: it muft 
mean either—baptize whole nations, or fuch of all na- 
tions as receive your inftructions, and defire to be bap- 
tized. ‘The firft is too grofs to be admitted, becaufe 
it cannot be effected without force; and the grofinefs 
of the one inftantly turns the mind to the other, the 
plain and true fenfe. In the principles of the kingdom 
of Chrift there is neither fraud nor force ; nor is it fuit- 
able to the dignity of the Lord Jefus Chrift, to take 
one man by conviéfion, and his ten children by /urprife.”* 
Bithop Beveridge, with many others, have tried to 
make out, that the Greek word eestor to teach, 
or make difciples, would admit of making them without 
teaching. ‘ But I believe (faid a very correct writer) 


difciple of Chrift, or a Chriffian, without teaching.” Col- 
lecting our ideas of a di/ciple from the New Teftament, 
and we are at once led to a believer in the Lord Jefus 
Chrift. ‘Thefe difciples all defire the fincere milk of the 
WORD ; but thofe “little difciples” defire no higher 
nourifhment than what a go6d healthy nur/e can afford 
them. But it is faid, “they are entered into Chrift’s 
{chool, and deftined to learn.”+ Indeed !—But do men 
enter their children as fcholars as foon as they are born, 
Decaufe they intend to fend them to fchool, fhould they 
live to be four or five years old? A man may be fup- 
pofed to form an intention, foon after the birth of a fon, 
to bring him up at college ; but would he not be thought 
a madman, fhould he attempt to enter him as foon as he 
was born, or before he was fitted, or was even capable 
' of receiving the loweft degree of inftruction ? We will 
only fay, we have not fo learned Chrift. 
Notwithftanding we oppofe with fome degree of zeal 
what we look upon to be error in our brethren, yet we 
rejoice whenever we hear or fee the work of God 
among them. Concerned as we are, that the ordl- 
nances fhould be kept pure, as they were delivered 
the apoftles, it is ftill a minor confideration. Our fi 
and great concern is, that_men Chriftians. 


* Robinfon, Dr. fgood’s Difc. p. 


it would puzzle a whole conclave of Jefuits, to make a | 
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We have no idea that baptifm in any mode will make 

Chriftians, either of infants or adults.* 
We baptize fuch as have been fprinkled in their 

infancy, when they defire it of us, provided they can 


fatisfy us that they are fit fubjects; becaufe we think 


with Tertullian, “ that he that is not rightly baptized, 
is doubtlefs not baptized at all.” Such as have been 
baptized, that is, immerfed, upon a profeffion of faith, 
by Padobaptifts, we do not re-baptize: but if they have 
only been fprinkled, though adults, when they come 
over to us, we baptize them.+ Infant baptifm to us is 
defective, both in the /wbjeé# and mode, and has a ten- 
dency to defeat the defign of the ordinance, which was 


‘intended to be a fignificant fign of faith in Chrift. © 


If baptizing fuch as have not been rightly baptized 
be anabapti/m, then there were hundreds and thoufands 
long before the madmen of Munfter (as their enemies 
are pleafed to call them) in 1522. Befides many indi- 
viduals from Tertullian down to the Reformation, were 
there not large feéts, fuch as the Donatifts, in the fourth 
century, the Paulicians, in the feventh, eighth and 
ninth, the Waldenfes in the eleventh, who baptized 
fuch as came over to thém from other fects? Dr. 
Mofheim allows, that “the origin of the fect is hid in 


* The queftion was once afked one of the Paulianifts. (an ancient 
fect,) “ Why do you not baptize your fon, to expel the devil out of 
him ? Oh, anfwered he, no water can wafh the devil out of the child, 


Monfter! faid the other, you deny baptifm and the influence of the 
Holy Ghof.” Monftrous abfurdity ! 


+ Mr. Worcefter feems to be much difturbed at the proceedings of 
the Baptifts at Sedgwick, for adminiftering baptifm, furming a church, 
&c. Thus (fays he) in the face of the world, was the great body of 
our churches and minifters, &c. deliberately fet at uae. This has 
been widely, and with great exultation, {pread abroad by the Anti- 
And would not the Padobaptifts “ exult” a little, if a 

ptift minifter, his wife, three deacons, and eighty others, fhould all 
come over to them at once? Has not the defection of Mr. Edwards 
from our fentiments, been a theme of as much “ exultation” among 
them? Has nota folitary inftance of a Mrs. jee in the State of 
Vermont, been conveyed to Befton, and attached to féveral. publications, 
and vaft pains taken to [pread it? Not only fo, but has not an inftance 
of one, who by the“ overwhelming attentions of the Baptiits,” had dike . 
to bave been one, but mercifully efcaped, been widely proclaimed abroad? 


Vid: the lucubrations of a petticoat prief, over the fignat 
in the Mail, Miff. Mag. the ure of Lyp1a, 
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